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Abstract
Bullying is a widespread and serious issue for students in the United States.
Many students who are bullied do not report it to a teacher or other staff member. This
correlational research study investigated four questions: (a) Is there a relationship
between the first choice of a staff member to whom a student would report bullying
incidents and that staff member's personality characteristics, as assessed by the MyersBriggs Type Indicator, (b) Is there a relationship between the certificated staff member
identified least frequently to whom a student would report bullying incidents and that
staff member's personality characteristics, as assessed by the Myers-Briggs Type
Indicator, (c) Is there a relationship between a student’s first choice of a staff member to
whom a student would report bullying incidents and that staff member’s formal training
in addressing bullying, and (d) Is there a relationship between a student’s choice of
administrator and/or pupil personnel staff and that administrator and/or pupil personnel
staff member’s personality characteristics, as assessed by the Myers-Briggs Type
Indicator?
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Chapter 1: Introduction
Bullying is a problem that occurs around the world, across different cultures,
ethnic groups, and socioeconomic status (Bauman & Hurley, 2005). It has been
documented and researched in Norway, Finland, Sweden, Japan, Australia, United States,
the countries of the United Kingdom, Germany, Netherlands, Belgium, Italy, Spain,
Portugal, France and Switzerland (Crothers, Kolbert, & Barker, 2006).
Problem Statement
Bullying is a significant problem for students in the United States (Nansel et al.,
2001; Whitted & Dupper, 2005). In a survey conducted in the United States in 1998,
29.9% of students in Grades 6 through 12 reported involvement in moderate or frequent
bullying, with 13.0% as a bully, 10.6% as a victim, and 6.3% both a bully and a victim
(bully-victim; Nansel et al., 2001).
In 2001, a national survey reported that bullying is most prevalent in Grades 6
through 8 (Nansel et al., 2001) and more complex to manage at the secondary level
(James et al., 2006). It has also been reported that teachers consider bullying to be one of
the most prevalent issues in school, second only to drug use (Dake, Price, Telljohann, &
Funk, 2003). Further, Dinkes, Kemp, Baum, and Snyder (2009) reported that principals
identify bullying as the most frequently occurring discipline problem. The National
Center for Education Statistics has reported the prevalence of bullying for the previous 10
years. From 1999 the rates of bullying have continued to increase. In 1999, 5% of
students ages 12–18 reported being bullied at school in the previous 6 months (Kaufman
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et al., 2001), this increased to 8% in 2001 (DeVoe et al., 2003), and remained similar at
7% in 2003 (DeVoe, Peter, Noonan, Snyder, & Baum, 2005). In 2005, the number of
students being bullied quadrupled to 28% (Dinkes, Cataldi, & Lin-Kelly, 2007) and then
continued to increase in 2007 to 32% (Dinkes et al., 2009). Also reported in 2007 was
that, of those students who reported being bullied, only 36% notified a teacher or adult at
school. It was noted in the reports that bullying questions were revised to include
examples of bullying in 2005. Despite the revision, this data represents a marked
increase in the occurrences of bullying.
Theoretical Rationale
There are three prominent theories serve as a background to help deepen the
understanding of the bullying in the middle school, they are: (a) Urie Bronfenbrenner’s
ecological systems model, (b) Albert Bandura’s social learning theory, and (c) Albert
Bandura’s self-efficacy theory. Urie Bronfenbrenner’s ecological systems model and
Albert Bandura’s social learning theory share the belief that children are not inherently
aggressive. They both found aggressive behavior is learned. In addition, the concept of
school and classroom climate is closely related to the problem of bullying in the middle
school (Espelage & Swearer, 2003).
Ecological systems model and bullying. Urie Bronfenbrenner’s ecological
systems model was first introduced in the 1970s (Bronfenbrenner, 1994). It represented
“a reaction to the restricted scope of most research then being conducted by the
developmental psychologists” (Bronfenbrenner, 1994, p. 37). The basis of this theory is
that a child’s growth and development is affected by the child’s environment. It was one
of the first theories to view child development holistically, examining the roles and
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influences of family, education, religion, politics, and economy on child development
(Bronfenbrenner, 1994). Critics of ecological systems model cite that it does not address
the influence of biological and cognitive processes (Dunn, Brown, & McGuigan, 1994).
The ecological systems model “focuses on the way different contexts influence
children’s development” (Shohel & Howes, 2008, p. 294). It suggests that a child’s
development is comprised of the interaction of interconnected systems, the microsystem,
exosystem, macrosystem (Shohel & Howes, 2008), and the chronosystem (Swick &
Williams, 2006).
The microsystem includes a person’s immediate environment, such as family,
peer groups, and the classroom (Shohel & Howes, 2008). This system has the greatest
influence on a child’s development as the child has direct interactions within this system.
The exosystem surrounds the microsystem, and includes external networks, such as
community, religious institutions, health agencies, school, and media (Shohel & Howes,
2008). The macrosystem influences the other two systems and includes political systems,
economics, culture, and society (Shohel & Howes, 2008). The chronosystem
“encompasses change or consistency over time not only in the characteristics of the
person but also of the environment in which that person lives” (Bronfenbrenner, 1994, p.
40). “The mesosystem refers to interconnections between two or more settings or the
interactions outside the family environment such as school and peer influence” (Xu &
Filler, 2008, p. 50). The interaction of the systems occurs in both directions, the child
affects and is affected by the systems (Xu & Filler, 2008; See Figure 1.1.).
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Figure 1.1. Interaction of Systems (Adapted from Shohel & Howes, 2008).
“Within this framework, bullying is viewed as a complex interaction between an
individual and his or her peers, school, family, community, and culture rather than a
behavior or an innate characteristic of a person” (Coyle, 2008, p. 108). Studies have
documented that the actions of peers, teachers, the physical characteristics of the school,
family, culture, and community dynamics are factors in the development and
continuation of bullying (Espelage & Swearer, 2003). “Against the backdrop of the
ecological framework, it is imperative that researchers and school personnel understand
the complex ecological systems in which bullying and victimization occur” (Espelage &
Swearer, 2003, p. 372). “Adopting this perspective assumes that the relationships of the
students to one another and the teacher within the classrooms are reciprocal and
interconnected” (Allen, 2010, p. 2). Swearer and Doll (as cited in Dyer &Teggart, 2007),
found that “wider ecosystem influences on bullying include a culture of indifferent

4

acceptance to reports of bullying experiences in schools and communities as well as
undeveloped anti-bullying policies and interventions in these locations” (p. 352).
The idea that the entire school and community must be actively involved, which
encompasses the ecological systems model (Evers, Prochaska, Van Marter, Johnson, &
Prochaska, 2007) undergirds the Olweus Bully Prevention Program, the most researched
and successful anti-bullying program. The Olweus Bullying Prevention Program has been
implemented in Norway and England and has reduced bullying by 30–50% (Evers et al.,
2007). This program has also been implemented with varying rates of success in
Germany, Canada, Belgium, and the United States (Evers et al., 2007). This intervention
concentrates on increased awareness throughout the school, parent-teacher contact,
increased student supervision, and clear rules defining bullying and the consequences for
bullying (Nansel et al., 2001). Rigby and Bagshaw (2003) state that an inclusive model
comprised of the entire school community, the students, teachers, and parents, is the most
effective approach to reducing bullying. James et al. (2006) report the results of another
successful anti-bullying program, the Cool School Programme, in a secondary school in
Ireland. The Cool School Programme uses a whole school approach to reduce the
number of bullying incidents. It focuses on increasing the awareness of teachers,
students, and parents on bullying and its effects.
This whole school approach model to reduce bullying incorporates a child’s
microsystem and the exosystem. These are the two systems that can have the greatest
effect on a child’s growth and development (Xu & Filler, 2008). Research has shown
that high levels of parental involvement in school positively correlate with more positive
attitudes toward school (Xu & Filler, 2008).
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Albert Bandura’s social learning theory and bullying. Another theory that
provides a foundation for understanding bullying is Albert Bandura’s social learning
theory. In the theory, Bandura claims that aggression is learned through a process called
behavior modeling. He posits that aggression in children is a behavior learned from
family members, the media, and the environment (Isom, 1998). Bandura believes that
modeling can have as great an impact on learning as direct experiences (Griffin, 1994).
Bandura defined behavior modeling as having four critical components, attention,
retention, motor reproduction, and motivation (Woodward, 1982). Attention is
perceiving and paying attention to the details of modeled behaviors. Retention is
remembering and recalling the observed behavior. Reproduction is the ability to replicate
or copy the behavior. Motivation is the reason for imitating a behavior (Isom, 1998).
Social learning theory is easily applied to education and bullying, as the
foundation of teaching and learning is through modeling. Children learn even when not
being taught directly and, therefore, the statements and actions of teachers and other
adults are crucial in a child’s understanding of acceptable behavior.
The prevalence and continuance of bullying in schools is directly related to
students’, teachers’, and administrators’ responses and reactions, or lack thereof, to
incidents of bullying (Yoon, 2004). A lack of response from a teacher allows the bully
continued success in exerting control over the victim (Yoon, 2004). Bullying is
reinforced when the bully does not receive consequences or punishments (Yoon &
Kerber, 2003). If bullying behavior is ignored, it teaches students that it is tolerated or
permitted (Yoon, Barton, & Taiariol, 2004). Bullies must receive appropriate and
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consistent consequences for each bullying episode, which helps decrease the likelihood of
the behaviors repeating over time (Yoon & Kerber, 2003).
The responses and actions of adults at school also affect the victims of bullying
incidents. Yoon (2004) reported that a teacher’s inappropriate response or lack of a
response to bullying situations can indirectly result in repeated victimization.
“Furthermore, a teacher’s permissive attitude toward a perpetrator [is] more likely to
perpetuate victims’ feeling of being alienated and helpless” (Yoon, 2004, p. 38) as well
as affect their view of school as a safe place to learn (Yoon et al., 2004).
Social learning theory, described as a link between behaviorist and cognitive
learning theories, incorporates attention, memory, and motivation (Woodward, 1982). It
is related to Vygotsky’s social development theory and Lave’s situated learning because
of the shared focus on social learning (Grusec, 1992). A shortcoming of social learning
is that it does not account for what the learner will regard as positive (Griffin, 1994).
Also, it ignores the biological state and differences in genetics (Isom, 1998).
Albert Bandura’s self-efficacy theory and bullying. Bandura, in his selfefficacy theory, formalized in 1977, claims that people have beliefs about their abilities
and characteristics and these beliefs guide their behaviors by determining what they try
and the effort exerted (Grusec, 1992). Self-efficacy has been related to bystander
behavior in bullying situations. Rigby and Johnson (2006) report that helping a victim in
a difficult situation requires confidence and the belief that they can have a positive effect.
Rigby (2006) has extensively studied bystander behavior and has hypothesized that
students with high levels of self-efficacy would intervene to help victims of bullying
more frequently. Rigby and Johnson (2006) note that their global measure of self-
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efficacy was too general to impact bystander behavior. They recommend future studies
in the area of empathic self-efficacy, because it has been shown to contribute to
psychosocial functioning.
Self-efficacy is also related to the actions of teachers who witness bullying
situations. Bauman and Hurley (2005) found that only 17% of teachers participating in
their study believed their district had prepared them to handle bullying situations.
Research reported by Boulton (1997) found that 87% of teachers surveyed responded that
they would like more training in how to deal with bullying and how to prevent bullying.
Teachers who have received training feel greater confidence in their abilities to manage
bullying. The Cool School Programme, reported that 89% of teachers interviewed
believed they knew how to handle bullying situations after their training (James et al.,
2006). Teachers who have received training to more effectively deal with bullying
situations have reported higher levels of self-efficacy and have acted to stop bullying
(Rigby & Johnson, 2006).
Classroom and school climate and bullying. A positive classroom climate is
defined as a place where students feel supported and respected by both students and
teachers. It has been reported that fairly low levels of bullying are found in schools
where there is a positive classroom climate. Schools that are seen by students as having a
negative classroom climate are likely to have relatively high levels of bullying. Students,
both boys and girls, who are victims of bullying view both school and classroom climate
less positively than students not involved in bullying (Yoneyama & Rigby, 2006).
Classroom climate is a part of the development of the school climate. School
climate is multidimensional and encompasses the teachers’ and students’ perception of
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the school, the physical building, the number and quality of interactions between staff
and students, and the fairness of rules (Bandyopadhyay, Cornell, & Konold, 2009).
“When bullying is modeled, tolerated, or ignored in a school, school climate is negatively
affected” (Macklem, 2003, p. 34). In schools where there is the perception that bullying
can take place without intervention, a school climate is created which empowers bullies
to act without fear of adult involvement or consequences (Bandyopadhyay et al., 2009).
Kasen, Berenson, Cohen, and Johnson (2004; as cited in Coyle 2008) found that
schools with a positive school climate were well organized, harmonious, and prioritized
learning. These factors worked to protect students from incidents of bullying and
victimization. They concluded that in order to successfully implement a bully prevention
program, the school personnel must first assess and then change the aspects of the school
which allow for bullying to take place. Conversely, several other studies have found that
improvements in school climate are a result of successfully implemented bully prevention
programs (Coyle, 2008).
Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this study is to examine the statistical relationship that exists
between certificated staff members to whom students are most likely to report bullying
instances and that certificated staff member’s personality and/or training in addressing
bullying. The independent variables are (a) certificated staff members’ personalities, as
assessed by the Myers-Briggs Type Indicator, and (b) certificated staff members’ formal
training, including professional development and college coursework. The dependent
variable is the students’ choice of a staff member to whom they would report bullying
incidents.
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Research Questions
Two significant issues emerge when studying bullying in schools. The first is that
bullying is a widespread and serious issue. The second is that students who are bullied
often do not report it to teachers or other adults. My research will focus on bullying and
the correlation between a student’s willingness to talk to a certificated staff member
about being bullied and the personality characteristics and training of the certificated staff
members. Four research questions are
1.

Is there a relationship between the first choice of a staff member to whom a

student would report bullying incidents and that staff member’s personality
characteristics, as assessed by the Myers-Briggs Type Indicator?
2.

Is there a relationship between the certificated staff member identified least

frequently to whom a student would report bullying incidents and that staff member’s
personality characteristics, as assessed by the Myers-Briggs Type Indicator?
3.

Is there a relationship between a student’s first choice of a staff member to

whom a student would report bullying incidents and that staff member’s formal training
in addressing bullying?
4.

Is there a relationship between a student’s choice of administrator and/or

pupil personnel staff and that administrator and/or pupil personnel staff member’s
personality characteristics, as assessed by the Myers-Briggs Type Indicator?
Study Significance
There has been extensive research on types of bullying (Olweus, 2003; Olweus,
2005), the effects of bullying (Fox & Boulton, 2005), anti-bullying programs (Evers et
al., 2007; James et al., 2006; Olweus, 2005), and characteristics of bullies, victims, and
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bully-victims (Solberg, Olweus, & Endresen, 2007). There is also significant research
that indicates teachers desire more training in the area of identifying and handling
bullying situations (Bauman & Hurley, 2005; Boulton, 1997; Dake et al., 2003).
There is little research that documents either the effect of this training on
teachers’ practices in addressing issues of bullying or students’ comfort level in reporting
bullying to teachers (James et al., 2006). There is some research documenting the
individual characteristics, moral values, and perceptions of teachers that may influence
their intervention in bullying situations (Mishna, Scarcello, Pepler, & Wiener, 2005). It
does not reveal whether those characteristics may influence whether or not students
report bullying to them. Maunder and Tattersall (2010) reported in a qualitative study in
which 14 staff members were interviewed (8 teachers), that some staff members were
more approachable than others, and that students assessed staff members and identified
ones they could confide in. This is supported by Long and Alexander (2010), who report
that “when a teacher builds a strong relationship with his/her students, they are more apt
to have the ability to see problems with their students and act accordingly” (p. 32).
Principals identify bullying as the most frequently occurring discipline problem
(Dinkes, et al., 2009). Therefore, principals must know the staff member to whom
students report incidents of bullying. The staff members identified most frequently by
students can then be utilized to attend training on bullying and join anti-bullying
committees and campaigns. Additionally, bullying in school is positively linked to
problems with the law later in life; specifically, vandalism, shoplifting, fighting, and drug
use (Patchin & Hinduja, forthcoming).
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Bullying occurs most frequently at the middle school (Nansel et al., 2001). Not
only is bullying more prevalent but as students reach middle school age, their belief that
the best way to stop bullying is by reporting it to a parent or teacher decreases (Brown,
Birch, & Kancherla, 2005). Specifically, as the age of the child increased the percent that
believed telling a teacher or adult was the best way to stop bullying decreased from 44%
at age 9 to 40.7% at age 10, 36.8% at age 11, 28.4% at age 12, and 21.8% at age 13
(Brown et al., 2005).
Definition of Terms
“One challenge to tackling literature addressing bullying is the numerous ways in
which researchers are defining and subsequently measuring bullying” (Varjas, Henrich &
Meyers, 2009, p. 160). Below are several variations for the definition of bullying.
Bullying is a specific type of aggression in which (a) the behavior is intended to
harm or disturb, (b) the behavior occurs repeatedly over time, and (c) there is an
imbalance of power, with a more powerful person or group is attacking less
powerful one.(Nansel et al., 2001, p. 2094)
[Bullying may be] verbal (e.g., name-calling, threats), physical (e.g., hitting), or
psychological (e.g., rumors, shunning/exclusion; Nansel et al., 2001, p. 2094)
Bullying is a form of aggressive behavior in which the child who is bullying has
more power than the victim and repeatedly uses this power aggressively to cause
distress to the victim through physical and/or verbal behaviours. (Hawkins,
Pepler, & Craig, 2001, p. 512)
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Bullying is broadly defined as a class of intentional and repeated acts that occur
through physical, verbal, and relational forms in situations where a power
difference is present. (Bradshaw, Sawyer, & O’Brennan, 2007, p. 362)
[Bullying is] intentionally harmful, aggressive behavior of a more powerful
person or group of people directed repeatedly toward a less powerful person,
usually without provocation. (Harris & Petrie, 2003, p. 2)
For the purpose of this study the following definitions of terms will be utilized.
Bullying happens when someone hurts or scares another person on purpose and
the person being bullied has a hard time defending himself or herself. Usually,
bullying happens over and over. Examples of bullying are:
Punching, shoving and other acts that hurt people physically,
Spreading bad rumors about people,
Keeping certain people out of a group,
Teasing people in a mean way,
Getting certain people to “gang up” on others. (Swearer, 2001)
Bully— someone or a group who repeatedly attacks someone else. These attacks
can be verbal, physical, or psychological (Nansel et al., 2001).
Victim—someone who is repeatedly exposed to negative actions by one or more
other students. These attacks can be verbal, physical, or psychological (Nansel et al.,
2001).
Bully-victim— someone who acts both as a bully and a victim.
Bystander—someone who has witnessed acts of bullying.
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Certificated Staff Member—includes the building principal, dean of students,
school psychologist, guidance counselors, social workers, and teachers.
Administrator—includes the building principal and dean of students.
Pupil Personnel Staff—includes the guidance counselors, social workers, and
school psychologist.
Myers-Briggs Type Indicator—“is a type theory that emphasizes 16 unique
categories of personality created by the four pairs of types (Extraversion-Introversion,
Sensing-Intuition, Thinking-Feeling, and Judging-Perceiving)” (Pittenger, 2005, p. 212).
Middle School—a school that serves students in Grades 6 through 8 with ages
ranging from 10–14. Students have multiple teachers for varying subject areas.
Formal Training—Training taken regarding bullying. Types of training may
include but are not limited to courses taken in college, professional development
workshop, district professional development, and/or faculty meeting.
Chapter Summary
Bullying is an increasing problem for students in the United States. This is
demonstrated by the results of a 2005 survey of 7,182 students across the country in
Grades 6 through 10, where the victimization rates for physical bullying was 12.8%,
verbal bullying was 36.5%, relational bullying was 41%, and cyberbullying was 9.8%
(Wang, Iannotti, & Nansel, 2009). They also reported that the rates of bullying and
victimization were similar for verbal, relational, and cyberbullying for males and females.
In addition, bullying and victimization across all bullying types was more prominent for
students in Grades 6 through 8 than in Grades 9 through 10.
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In Chapter 2 the literature will be reviewed in relation to the relevance of bullying
studies at this time; the definitions, effects, and types of bullying; the history of bullying;
cyberbullying; the legislation on bullying; what students are bullied for and where;
bullies’ social status; students reporting bullying; teachers and bullying; administrators
and bullying; preservice teacher training and anti-bullying programs; the role of the
bystander; the Myers-Briggs Type Indicator (MBTI); and the MBTI and education.
Chapter 3 treats the research design methodology and offers details of the research
context and participants and associated demographics as well as the instruments used to
collect data and the analytic rationale. The results of the research questions are presented
in Chapter 4. Chapter 5 discusses implications, limitations, recommendations, and
conclusions in light of the findings
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Chapter 2: Review of the Literature
Introduction and Purpose
Bullying is a universal phenomenon that occurs around the world, across different
cultures, ethnic groups, and socioeconomic status (Bauman & Hurley, 2005). In the
United States, approximately 15 to 20% of students are affected by bullying, with verbal
teasing and intimidation being the most frequent forms (Meyer-Adams & Conner, 2008).
In general, students believe that teachers never or rarely intervene to stop bullying (Beaty
& Alexeyev, 2008). However, students have reported that some teachers are better at
handling bully situations than others. Therefore, the purpose of this study is to examine
the statistical relationship that exists between certificated staff members to whom
students are most likely to report bullying instances and those certificated staff members’
personality and/or training in addressing bullying.
Reviews of the Literature
Relevance. Bullying has received considerable media coverage recently in the
United States. Television networks have created shows about bullying, popular talk
shows have highlighted children’s stories in dealing with bullying, and the news has
highlighted incidents of bullying and new legislation on bullying.
In August 2010, the first ever National Bullying Summit was held in Washington
D.C. The summit was hosted by the Office of Safe and Drug-Free Schools in conjunction
with several other agencies. According to the U.S. Department of Education, it focused
on research, programs, and policy.
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Most recently reported in January 2010 was the suicide of a 15-year-old female,
who was the victim of both verbal bullying and cyberbullying. As a result of the suicide,
a minimum of six of the victim’s classmates have been arrested. Three 16-year-old
females were arrested and charged as juveniles with civil rights violations resulting in
bodily injury. Two of the three were also charged with stalking. In addition, two 17year-olds and an 18-year-old were charged as adults. The alleged bullying took place in
the gym, Latin class, the library, the cafeteria, the bathroom, and the hallways of the
school.
For the previous two years President Barack Obama has given a “Back to School”
Speech. In both 2010 and 2009 President Barack Obama has addressed bullying. In his
2010 “Back to School” speech, he stated,
Sometimes kids can be mean to other kids. Let’s face it. We don’t always treat
each other with respect and kindness. That’s true for adults as well, by the way.
And sometimes that’s especially true in middle school or high school, because
being a teenager isn’t easy. It’s a time when you’re wrestling with a lot of things.
When I was in my teens, I was wrestling with all sorts of questions about who I
was. I had a White mother and a Black father, and my father wasn’t around; he
had left when I was two. And so there were all kinds of issues that I was dealing
with. Some of you may be working through your own questions right now and
coming to terms with what makes you different.
And I know that figuring out all of that can be even more difficult when you’ve
got bullies in a class who try to use those differences to pick on you or poke fun at
you, to make you feel bad about yourself.
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And in some places, the problem is even more serious. There are neighborhoods
in my hometown of Chicago, and there are neighborhoods right here in
Philadelphia where kids are doing each other serious harm.
So, what I want to say to every kid, every young person—what I want all of
you—if you take away one thing from my speech, I want you to take away the
notion that life is precious, and part of what makes it so wonderful is its diversity,
that all of us are different. And we shouldn’t be embarrassed by the things that
make us different. We should be proud of them, because it’s the thing that makes
us different that makes us who we are, that makes us unique. And the strength
and character of this country has always come from our ability to recognize—no
matter who we are, no matter where we come from, no matter what we look like,
no matter what abilities we have—to recognize ourselves in each other. (The
White House, 2010)
In 2009, President Barack Obama “Back to School” speech, he stated,
That’s why today I’m calling on each of you to set your own goals for your
education—and do everything you can to meet them. . . . Maybe you’ll decide to
stand up for kids who are being teased or bullied because of who they are or how
they look, because you believe, like I do, that all young people deserve a safe
environment to study and learn. (The White House, 2009)
Music Television (MTV) created a show focused on victims of bullying getting
revenge. Bully Beatdown has aired seven episodes, from August to October 2009. The
premise of the show is that bullies can pick on those who are smaller and weaker, but
they will not pick on a trained professional fighter. Each episode begins with a victim of
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bullying contacting the host of the show, who is a professional mixed martial arts
(commonly called MMA) fighter. After the host learns about the victim’s experiences,
he confronts the bully and gives the bully two choices, accept the challenge of fighting a
mixed martial arts fighter or look like a coward.
News broadcasts have also recently featured stories on topics related to bullying.
In April 2009, ABC News featured a story about a young boy who committed suicide as
a result of being bullied. In July 2009, ABC News reported that Congress was being
urged by parents, students, educators and psychologists to take action against bullying.
In October 2009, Dr. Phil’s syndicated television show aired an episode entitled
“Girl World” and showcased bullying as a problem that affects both girls and boys. The
episode highlighted relational aggression, manipulation of peers, and cyber-bullying. Dr.
Phil also addressed the long-standing effects that bullying has on its victims.
Bullying has also been the focus of several other talk shows. In May 2009, Oprah
Winfrey’s show entitled “Bullied to Death: Two Devastated Moms Speak Out,”
addressed the effects of bullying. She interviewed the parents of victims of bullying who
had taken their own lives.
The extensive coverage in the media suggests that Americans are increasingly
concerned about bullying and its impact on the social fabric of schools and
neighborhoods. The increase in recent research indicates that scholars and researchers
are also concerned.
Definitions, effects, and types of bullying. Bullying is defined as behavior
which is intended to harm and is repeated over time, or occurs when a more powerful
person or group is attacking someone with less power (Nansel et al., 2001; Reid, Monsen,
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& Rivers, 2004; Smith & Brain, 2000; Solberg & Olweus, 2003). Bullying has negative
effects on all students involved in bullying, whether they are the victim, the bully, or the
bully-victim. Victims of bullying may suffer from anxiety, fear, increased headaches,
and insomnia, (Beaty & Alexeyev, 2008); they are also prone to depression, low selfesteem, and loneliness (Brown, et al., 2005; Whitted & Dupper, 2005). Bullies tend to
have more prominent discipline problems and exhibit an overall dislike for school
(Nansel et al., 2001). Bully-victims tend to have poorer academic achievement, limited
relationships with classmates, and are lonelier (Nansel et al., 2001).
There are three types of bullying; physical, verbal, and social exclusion/relational
(Yoon & Kerber, 2003). Physical and verbal bullying are classified as direct bullying
because they are blatant and unconcealed attacks on a victim (Yoon & Kerber, 2003).
Repeated teasing, hitting, and stealing are examples of direct bullying (Bauman &
Hurley, 2005; Boulton, 1997). Social exclusion is referred to as indirect bullying because
it involves manipulation and is often hidden (Yoon & Kerber, 2003). This type of
bullying is covert and involves the manipulation of peers to ignore or exclude another
student from activities (Solberg & Olweus, 2003), hurtful gossip, and manipulation of
friendships (Beaty & Alexeyev, 2008; Boulton, 1997; Reid et al., 2004; Whitted &
Dupper, 2005).
History of bullying. The study of bullying has a brief 21-year history, but
incidents of bullying have been around forever. Bullying was first discussed in 1978
with the publication of Olweus’ book Aggression in the Schools: Bullies and Whipping
Boys. Olweus’ work on bullying continued through the 1980s with the implementation of
the first national intervention against bullying in Norway and Sweden (Smith & Brain,
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2000). After the success of the Olweus Bully Prevention Program, Finland, the United
Kingdom, and Ireland began developing anti-bullying programs (Smith & Brain, 2000).
Japan also began researching bullying in the 1980s, but believed it was a declining
problem, but regretfully, it reemerged again in the mid-1990s (Smith & Brain, 2000). In
the late 1990s other countries including, Germany, the Netherlands, Belgium, Italy,
Spain, Portugal, Switzerland, and the United States also increased the research on
bullying.
In the 1980s bullying was viewed as direct physical and verbal attacks (Slonge &
Smith, 2008). As the research on bullying continued through the 1990s the definition of
bullying expanded to include indirect bullying and relational aggression (Slonge &
Smith, 2008).
Most bullying research is conducted in Australia and Europe, and a few major
studies have been conducted in the United States (Raskauskas & Stoltz, 2007). The
largest study conducted in the United States was of 15,686 students in Grades 6 through
10 (Nansel et al., 2001). The purpose of this study was to measure the pervasiveness of
bullying in Grades 6 through 10. It also associated bullying and victimization with
problem behavior, school adjustment, and social and emotional adjustment.
Cyberbullying. Cyberbullying has evolved from bullying as a result of the
development of communication technologies which allow for anonymity. Cyberbullying
is defined as “willful and repeated harm inflicted through the medium of electronic text”
(Patchin & Hinduja, 2006, p. 152), which can include e-mail, cell phone, personal digital
assistant, and instant messaging (Li, 2008). Belsey (n.d.) defines cyberbullying as
involving “the use of information and communication technologies to support deliberate,
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repeated, and hostile behaviour by an individual or group, that is intended to harm others”
(Home, para. 1)
Willard (2007) has described seven categories of cyberbullying: flaming,
harassment, denigration, impersonation, outing and trickery, exclusion, and
cyberstalking. Cyberbullying is unique in that it can be both direct and indirect
depending on the circumstances and type (Willard, 2007). For example, flaming,
harassment, and cyberstalking are often a direct form of bullying, where denigration,
outing and trickery, exclusion, impersonation, and cyberstalking are often indirect
(Willard, 2007). Flaming is a short argument which includes sending rude and vulgar
insults in an online group, such as a chat room or on a discussion board (Willard, 2007).
Harassment is sending repeated offensive messages to an individual through e-mail, text
messaging, and instant messaging (Willard, 2007). Denigration, also referred to as putdowns (Li, 2008) is harmful, cruel, and untrue statements posted online or sent to others
(Willard, 2007). Impersonation, also referred to as masquerade (Li, 2008), is pretending
to be someone else and sending or posting material that reflects badly on the target
(Willard, 2007). Outing is posting, sending, or forwarding private messages that contain
embarrassing information (Willard, 2007). Trickery is often a part of outing where a
target is tricked into believing that a message is private, while the cyberbully intends to
share the information (Willard, 2007). Exclusion is excluding someone from an online
group including an instant messaging buddy list (Willard, 2007). “Cyberstalking is
repeated sending of harmful messages that include threats of harm, are highly
intimidating or extremely offensive, or involve extortion” (Willard, 2007, p. 10).
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There are several distinct differences between traditional bullying and
cyberbullying. Bullying is visible and takes place in specific places at specific times,
often on school property (Li, 2008; Slonge & Smith, 2008). Cyberbullying can happen
anywhere at any time (Li, 2008; Slonge & Smith, 2008), and offers a degree of
anonymity (Slonge & Smith, 2008). Traditional bullies often have poor relationships
with teachers whereas with cyberbullies the opposite is true (Li, 2008). Cyberbullying
can be preserved and spreads rapidly unlike traditional bullying (Li, 2008; Slonge &
Smith, 2008).
Bullying and cyberbullying have similar rates of occurrence. In one study
comparing Canadian and Chinese seventh-grade middle school students, 25% (n = 157)
of the Canadian students and 33% (n= 197) of the Chinese students reported being the
victim of cyberbullying (Li, 2008). Similar to traditional bullying, less than 9% of the
Canadian students reported cyberbullying to an adult (teacher or parent), conversely 66%
of the Chinese students reported that they had told an adult when they had been
cyberbullied.
In an online study, administered in 2005 through a popular teen website, 1,454
youths ages 12–17 from across the United States participated (Juvonen & Gross, 2008).
Of the participants, 72% reported experiencing cyberbullying at least once and 77%
reported experiencing bullying at school at least once. Of the participants who reported
experiencing cyberbullying, 85% also experienced in-school bullying. The correlation of
cyberbullying and in-school bullying was significant at p<.001. The most prevalent types
of bullying both online and in-school were insults and threats. Similar to the results
obtained by Li (2008), Juvonen and Gross found that 90% of the participants had not told
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an adult about cyberbullying incidents. The two most common reasons for not reporting
cyberbullying to an adult were first, they believed “they need to learn to deal with it”
themselves (50%) and second, they believed their parents would restrict their internet
access (31%).
Recently, Wang, Nansel, and Iannotti (2010) reported the results of a national
sample of 7,313 students in Grades 6 through 10. The frequency of involvement in
physical bullying was 21.2%, verbal bullying was 53.7%, relational bullying was 51.6%,
and cyberbullying was 13.8%. Also reported was that victims of cyberbullying reported
higher rates of depression than bullies and bully-victims.
Legislation on bullying. In 1999, Georgia was first state to develop a law to
address bullying, prior to that there were no laws in any state to address bullying
(Limber, 2010). Now, in 2010, 43 states and the District of Columbia have laws
regarding bullying (Hinduja & Patchin, 2010a). However, these laws vary in how and if
they define bullying. According to the Cyberbullying Research Center, as of 2010,
Colorado, Hawaii, Indiana, Montana, North and South Dakota, and Wisconsin do not
have laws to deal with bullying (Hinduja & Patchin, 2010a). Additionally, the following
states do not require a school policy to address bullying, Hawaii, Maryland, Montana,
North and South Dakota, and Texas (Hinduja & Patchin, 2010a).
In June 2006, in response to numerous published and publicized national reports
on bullying the South Carolina legislator passed the Safe School Climate Act. As
reported by Terry (2010), “the bill was designed to limit and punish ‘harassment,
intimidation, or bullying’ among public school students in the state” (p. 96). The law
required school districts to create and adopt a policy which prohibited harassment,
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intimidation, or bullying prior to January 1, 2007. It also encouraged, but did not
mandate, that schools adopt or establish bullying prevention programs. Terry investigated
the effectiveness of the Safe School Climate Act. In a survey of 120 administrators,
teachers, and staff members, nearly 98% knew their district had a policy prohibiting
bullying and virtually 82% had received training or staff development on the policy.
However, 50% responded that it was just a review of the policy, only 2.6% received
training that was more than a half day and 5.3% received ongoing training for more than
one day. When asked if harassment, intimidation, and bullying were still a problem in
South Carolina Schools since the implementation of the Safe Schools Climate Act, an
overwhelming number responded yes (79.1%), only 4.7% responded no. This
demonstrated that the Safe Schools Climate Act had created awareness of harassment,
intimidation, and bullying, but that it may not have remedied the problem of harassment,
intimidation, and bullying in schools.
To address the issue of bullying in New York State, Governor Paterson signed the
Dignity for All Students Act (DASA; 2010) on September 8, 2010. The purpose of
DASA is to create a safe learning environment for all students in which students can
focus on their education, without the distractions caused by harassment, bullying,
intimidation, or taunting. DASA defines harassment as
The creation of a hostile environment by conduct or by verbal threats,
intimidation or abuse that has or would have the effect of unreasonably and
substantially interfering with a student’s educational performance, opportunities
or benefits, or mental, emotional or physical well-being; or conduct, verbal
threats, intimidation or abuse that reasonably causes or would reasonably be

25

expected to cause a student to fear for his or her physical safety; such conduct,
verbal threats, intimidation or abuse includes but is not limited to conduct, verbal
threats, intimidation or abuse based on a person’s actual or perceived race, color,
weight, national origin, ethnic group, religion, religious practice, disability, sexual
orientation, gender or sex. (p. 4)
School districts also face the challenge of managing cyberbullying that occurs
both on and off campus. Hinduja and Patchin (2010a) found that while most states have
laws to address bullying and require school policies to deal with bullying, only five
states, Arizona, Kansas, Massachusetts, Nevada, New Hampshire, and Oregon have laws
that include cyberbullying (p. 1). In 2000, the Commonwealth Court of Pennsylvania
ruled in J.S. v. Bethlehem Area School District that, “School districts are well within their
legal rights to intervene in cyberbullying incidents—even those initiated off campus—
when it can be demonstrated that the incident resulted in a substantial disruption of the
educational environment” (as cited in Hinduja & Patchin, 2009). However, Hinduja and
Patchin (2009) point out that many other similar cases have not held up in a court of law
because the school districts were unable to provide evidence of an educational disruption.
“Typically, courts making decisions involving the speech of students refer to one of the
most influential U.S. Supreme Court cases: Tinker v. Des Moines Independent
Community School District (1969)” (Hinduja & Patchin, 2009, p. 1). The court ruled that:
“A prohibition against expression of opinion, without any evidence that the rule is
necessary to avoid substantial interference with school discipline or the rights of others, is
not permissible under the First and Fourteenth Amendments” (as cited in Hinduja &
Patchin, 2009, p. 1). The Court further stated that is the responsibility of the school
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district to demonstrate that the speech and/or behaviors resulted in a substantial
interference (Hinduja & Patchin, 2009).
What students are bullied for and where. In a middle school in a small school
district in Atlanta, Georgia, Varjas et al. (2006) interviewed 28 middle school students
who were identified as victims of bullying (11 sixth graders, 13 seventh graders, and 4
eighth graders). Through these interviews three reasons for being bullied were identified:
perceived sexual orientation, poor hygiene, and being a new student. The group also
reported that bullying frequently takes place in the hallway, bathroom, and cafeteria, due
to limited adult supervision.
Harris, Petrie, and Willoughby (2002) found, in a study of 136 ninth-grade
students from the South, that 50% of the students reported that bullying happens
“sometimes” and 29% reported that bullying happens “often”. The students reported that
bullying takes place most often in the lunchroom, with 82% answering it takes place
“sometimes” or “often”. This may be due to limited adult supervision in the lunchroom,
but the authors say that this reasoning is contradicted because 71% of students reported
that bullying “never” takes place on the way to school and 54% reported that bullying
“sometimes” or “often” takes place on the way home from school, as these are both
locations with minimal or no supervision. Further, 69% of students reported that bullying
“sometimes” or “often” happens in the classroom.
Harris and Petrie (2003) continued their research with 198 Grade 8 students from
two middle schools in Texas. They found that bullying is even more prominent among
middle school students than Grade 9 students. Of the students surveyed, 92% reported
that bullying happens at least “sometimes,” specifically, 59% reported bullying happens
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“sometimes” and 33% responded bullying happens “often.” “The majority of students
who responded reported seeing bullying at least sometimes at lunch (83%), followed by
the classroom (77%), at co-curricular activities (63%), on the way home from school
(62%), at recess (61%), and on the way to school (34%)” (Harris & Petrie, 2002, p. 47).
The two most prominent reasons for being bullied were being called names (49.5%) and
being teased unpleasantly (46.5%). Other reasons cited for being bullied was being left
out (34%), being hit or kicked (22%), and being threatened (20%). Girls were
significantly more likely to report being left out (44.8%) than boys (29%). Statistically,
the ethnicity of students reported being left out of events was significant at p=.050.
Hispanic students were the most likely to report being left out (39.7%), followed by
White students (33%) and African American students (30.2%).
In a large Maryland school district, 15,185 students in Grades 4 through 12 and
1,547 staff members (including teachers, school psychologist, and guidance counselors)
were surveyed by Bradshaw et al. (2007) regarding their experiences and perceptions of
bullying. The most frequent location of bullying reported by middle school students was
the classroom (29.1%), followed by the hallway/locker (29.0%), the cafeteria (23.4%), in
gym/PE class (19.5%), the bathroom (12.2%), and, least frequently, recess (6.2%). An
overwhelming number of middle school students, 41.8%, reported that they believed they
were bullied due to the way they “look, talk, or dress.” The next most cited reason for
being bullied was race at 17.4%.
The Gay, Lesbian, and Straight Education Network (GLSEN) and Harris
Interactive, Inc. (2008) conducted an online survey of 1,580 principals across the country
to examine their awareness, attitudes, and perspectives on bullying and harassment in
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general and related to lesbian, gay, bisexual, or transgender students. Junior high/middle
school principals reported the most frequent reasons students were bullied were “the way
they look or body size” (35%), “how masculine or feminine they are” (17%), “they are or
people think they are gay, lesbian or bisexual” (10%), “their race/ethnicity” (9%), “their
academic performance” (8%), and “they have a lesbian, gay, bisexual, or transgender
parent/family member” (2%; p. 22).
Bullies’ social status. Bullies are historically identified in the research as
maladjusted and unintelligent; however, recent research contradicts this finding.
Thunfors and Cornell (2008) reported, in a study of 379 middle school students, that
“bully status had a statistically significant effect on students’ popularity nominations” (p.
72). In fact, the two most popular students in the school were also identified as bullies.
Approximately 50% of the students identified as bullies were also identified as popular,
whereas 71% of victims were classified as non-popular. In a study of 15,185 students in
Grades 4 through 12, 65% of the middle school students who responded believed that
bullies were popular, while only 40% of elementary students believed bullies were
popular (Bradshaw et al. 2007). Brown et al. (2005) surveyed 1,229 children aged 9–13
attending programs at health education centers across seven states. Of note was that
when the researchers asked, “If kids bully, which of the following is the most important
reason for it?” the two most frequent answers were “They think it will make them
popular” (35%) and “They want to get their own way or push others around” (33%). The
authors discovered that, conversely, in response to the statement “kids who bully are
usually . . . ”, 64.5% responded “very uncool,” with only 15.7% answering “very cool”
(Brown et al., 2005).
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Students reporting bullying. While bullying is perceived as a significant
problem in schools, Beaty and Alexeyev (2008) reported that students’ perceptions are
that teachers never or rarely intervene to stop bullying. Pepler, Craig, Ziegler, and
Charach (1994) found that teachers believe they do intervene to stop bullying “always” or
“often” (85% of the time), while only 35% of students report that teachers intervene to
stop bullying. Unnever and Cornell (2004) found that “Less than half of the students
regarded teachers as often (17%) or almost always (24%) trying to prevent bullying” (p.
380). More alarming is that 59.5% of eighth-grade students believed that their teachers
and 73% believed that their administrators were “not interested” or “didn’t know” if they
were interested in reducing bullying (Harris & Petrie, 2002). This reveals a discrepancy
that could be interpreted to mean that bullying is often concealed or that teachers do not
know what to look for to identify bullies. Rigby and Bagshaw (2003) found that 40% of
7,091 14-year-olds felt that “teachers were not really interested in stopping bullying or
only sometimes interested in doing so” (p. 537). Conversely, 35% of 1,229 9- to 13-yearold students reported that the best way to stop bullying was to tell a teacher or parent
(Brown et al., 2005). However, as the age of the child increased the percent that believed
telling a teacher or adult was the best way to stop bullying decreased from 44% at age 9,
40.7% at age 10, 36.8% at age 11, 28.4% at age 12, and 21.8% at age 13 (Brown et al.,
2005).
Unnever and Cornell (2004) reported results of a study in which 2,472 middle
school students from Virginia were surveyed. Of the 2,472 students surveyed, 898
reported being the victim of bullying (36%), with 62% experiencing physical bullying,
89% verbal bullying, and 75% social bullying. Of those, 75% of the victims of bullying
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had told someone, whether it be a friend, teacher, parent, sibling, school resource officer,
nurse, principal, or somebody else. The authors reported that there is a positive
relationship between reporting bullying and continuance of bullying. The type of
bullying was not directly associated with the decision to report bullying, while victims of
physical bullying were slightly more likely to report it as well as slightly more likely to
tell an adult. While Unnever and Cornell posit that the type of bullying did not impact
reporting to an adult, Houndoumadi and Pateraki (2001) found a difference between
victims and bully-victims reporting bullying. Victims were found to report bullying to
their parents 42.4%, while bully/victims only reported victimization to their parents
19.6% of the. Students in lower grades claimed to report bullying to their teachers more
frequently than students in higher grades, while students in higher grades preferred to
report bullying to their parents. Harris and Petrie (2002) reported in a study of 198 Grade
8 students that 47% responded that they would not tell anyone when they were bullied.
In the rare case that they did report bullying, 21.5% told a friend and 12.5% told their
mother. A mere 2.5% reported that they would tell their father or a teacher.
Unnever and Cornell (2004) also reported a decline in the frequency that bullying
was reported as students moved from sixth grade to eighth grade. In addition, students
were less likely to report bullying if they believed that the teachers overlooked bullying.
Bradshaw et al. (2007) reported the results of an anonymous web-based survey
with parallel questions for students and staff member. In Maryland, 15,185 students in
Grades 4 through 12 and 1,547 staff members (teachers, school psychologists, and
guidance counselors) at 75 elementary schools, 20 middle schools, and 14 high schools
participated in the survey. Approximately 40% of the students reported frequent
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involvement in bullying with 23.2% as a frequent victim, 8% as a frequent bully, and 9%
as a frequent bully or victim. Staff, however, estimated that 15% of students were
frequently bullied, and a minimal 5.1% of middle school staff members accurately
estimated the number of students involved in bullying.
Oliver and Candappa (2007) reported that 51% of students in Year 5
(approximately age 9) found it “quite easy” or “very easy” to report bullying to a teacher.
This decreased to 31% in Year 8 (approximately age 12). The authors also reported that
students are less likely to tell their teachers about incidents of bullying either because the
teacher may not believe them or for fear of retaliation. In addition, students reported that
some teachers were better at handling bullying situations. Students described these
teachers as “firm but fair.” Ellis and Shute (2007) reported that a teacher’s intervention
in bullying situations is somewhat influenced by their moral orientation, however, the
perceived seriousness of an incident has a greater impact on a teachers’ intervention.
Yoon (2004) asserted that teacher awareness of the effects of bullying on students may
help to increase their level of intervention in all bullying situations. Mishna et al. (2005)
found that a teacher’s intervention in bullying situations is related to their level of
empathy towards the student. Yoon (2004) found that teacher characteristics predict their
intentions to intervene. She also noted that future studies need to focus on teacher
characteristics that are related to teacher behavior in response to bullying. Maunder and
Tattersall (2010) reported, in a qualitative study in which 14 staff members were
interviewed (8 teachers), that some staff members were more approachable than others,
and that students assessed staff members and identified ones they could confide in. This
is supported by Long and Alexander (2010), who report that “when a teacher builds a
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strong relationship with his/her students, they are more apt to have the ability to see
problems with their students and act accordingly” (p. 32).
Teachers and bullying. Social exclusion, according to Yoon and Kerber (2003),
is a specific type of bullying that may be especially difficult for teachers to identify,
because students often make an effort to keep it concealed. Yoon and Kerber found that
teachers view social exclusion as a less serious form of bullying and therefore intervene
less than in situations that involve physical and verbal bullying. Similarly, Hazler,
Miller, Carne, and Green (2001) found that teachers and guidance counselors are less
likely to intervene in verbal and social/emotional forms of bullying. Teacher beliefs
about the seriousness of bullying incidents determine their level of intervention.
Therefore, the importance of training about the serious effects of social bullying is
indicated in order for teachers to understand its impact on students (Ellis & Shute, 2007).
Teachers and guidance counselors seem not to understand the significance of
continued bullying, and tend to only address the witnessed act of physical bullying
(Hazler et al., 2001). Many teachers report they feel comfortable handling bullying
situations but also say that they would like more training. Bauman and Hurley (2005),
for example, found that only 17% of teachers participating in their study believed that
their district had prepared them to handle bullying situations. Merely 19% of first-year
teachers believed their college experiences had prepared them to adequately address
bullying problems. In fact, practicing teachers in general would like more training on
how to handle bullying. Research reported by Boulton (1997) found that 87% of teachers
surveyed responded that they would like more training in how to deal with bullying and
how to prevent bullying. He also reported that teachers, regardless of their number of
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years in education, had low confidence in their abilities to cope with bullying. Teachers
who have received training feel greater confidence in their abilities to manage bullying.
Teachers who have received training to more effectively deal with bullying situations
have reported higher levels of self-efficacy and have acted to stop bullying (Rigby &
Johnson, 2006).
Administrators and bullying. The administrators’ responsibility in managing
bullying is increasing and litigation over bullying continues to rise (Long & Alexander,
2010). However, research on the administrators’ role in reducing and eliminating
bullying is limited (GLSEN & Harris Interactive, 2008). Most research focuses on the
roles of teachers, parents, students, the school community, and school climate in
addressing bullying.
Teachers’ responses to bullying may be a direct reflection of the culture in the
building as defined by the administration. Therefore, if administration does not take
bullying seriously then the teachers will not take bullying seriously (Rabah &
Vlaardingerbroek, 2005). Schools with a positive climate have lower rates of bullying
(Hinduja & Patchin, 2010b). A New Brunswick study “found that the disciplinary
climate—‘the extent to which students internalize the norms and values of the school, and
conform to them reduced the frequency of bullying among youth (as cited in Hinduja &
Patchin, 2010b). Reducing and eliminating bullying requires the involvement of all
school and community members (Long & Alexander, 2010).
In a study conducted to identify similarities of school shootings through the
interviews of bystanders, Pollack, Modzeleski, and Rooney (2008) found that “some
bystanders reported that the school climate influenced their decisions to share
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information with the school staff regarding threats” (p.7). Bystanders who reported
information stated that they had positive relationships with at least one adult at school
and that they believed they would be taken seriously. Whereas students who did not
report information believed the adults at school would have a negative response and that
they may not be believed.
In a study of 49 elementary school principals from Alabama, 88% of the
principals reported that bullying was a minor problem at their school and only 10%
reported that bullying was a significant problem, and no one identified bullying as a
major problem (Flynt & Morton, 2008). When asked if their school provided specific
training for teachers only 37% responded “yes” and 63% responded “no.” However,
88% of the principals stated that their school would benefit from a training program (Flint
& Morton, 2008). Similarly, in a study conducted in Lebanon, nine administrators all
indicated that teachers need professional development to better deal with bullying. They
further identified in order of most importance their need for training to focus on, types of
bullying, dealing with bullying, intervention strategies, and recognizing bullying (Rabah
& Vlaardingerbroek, 2005).
The GLSEN and Harris Interactive, Inc. (2008) conducted an online survey of
1,580 principals across the country to examine their awareness, attitudes, and
perspectives on bullying and harassment in general and related to lesbian, gay, bisexual,
or transgender students. GLSEN and Harris Interactive reported that “three-quarters of
junior high/middle school principals describe bullying, name-calling, or harassment of
students as a serious problem at their school” (p. 5), which is statistically significant over
elementary (43%) and high school principals (45%). Principals under the age of 45
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(56%) are more likely than principals over that age (46%) to see bullying as a serious
issue. Younger principals (12%) are also twice as likely to report that cyberbullying
frequently occurs at school.
While a majority of secondary school principals believe that students at their
school have at some point been bullied, . . . drawing from the findings of
GLSEN’s 2005 report, From Teasing to Torment, secondary school teachers and
students are twice as likely as secondary school principals to report that these
types of name-calling, bullying and harassment occur frequently at their schools
(40% of teachers, 41% of students, and 21% of principals). (GLSEN & Harris
Interactive, 2008, p. 23)
GLSEN and Harris Interactive suggest that the discrepancies may be a direct result of the
different roles that teachers and principals have within the school, as well the amount of
time spent with students.
GLSEN and Harris Interactive also reported that 77% of junior high/middle
school principals recognize that fewer than half of all bullying incidents are brought to
their attention. When bullying incidences are brought to their attention, 92% of
principals speak with perpetrator, 89% speak with the victim, 82% speak with the parent
of the perpetrator, and 72% speak with the parent of the victim. In addition, 83% took
disciplinary action. The researchers found that “female principals are more likely than
male principals to speak to the student victim (93% vs. 88%), to the parent of the students
perpetrator (88% vs. 80%) and to the parent of the student victim (83% vs. 74%). They
are also more likely to engage in disciplinary activity (79 vs. 72%)” (p. 36). The
researchers reported that junior high/middle school principals rate their teachers as being
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excellent/good more than 80% of the time when dealing with students who are bullied for
their academic performance, the way they look/size, their race/ethnicity. However, they
have less confidence in their teachers addressing bullying due to actual or perceived
masculinity/femininity (73%) and their perceived or actual sexual orientation (67%).
Preservice teacher training. The research on preservice teacher training and
professional development in identifying and preventing bullying is sparse. Most
preservice teacher training programs do not have courses that specifically address
bullying (Nicolaides, Toda, & Smith, 2002). “Holt and Keyes (2004) observed that
comprehensive preservice or in-service training in prevention and intervention of
bullying in general, not to mention relational bullying, is lacking” (Bauman & Del Rio,
2006, p. 220). Bauman and Del Rio (2006) found that responding and handling bullying
was not intuitive to preservice teachers, and therefore formal training is necessary. Most
research on teacher training is accompanied with the adoption of a whole school antibullying program, such as the Olweus Bully Prevention Program, the Cool School
Programme, and the Build Respect, Stop Bullying Program. In a meta-analysis of
bullying programs, “both the duration (number of days) and intensity (number of hours)
of teacher training were significantly related to the reduction of bullying and
victimization” (Farrington & Ttofi, 2009, p. 128).
Nicolaides et al. (2002) reported that a majority of preservice teachers believed
that a course on school bullying was not only valuable but also essential. Benitez,
Garcia-Berben, and Fernandez-Cabezas (2009) reported on the impact of a bullying
course offered to preservice teachers. The course was 60 hours long, and offered as an
introduction to bullying, which included instruction in “problem definition and
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characteristics, etiological factors, analysis of the agents involved, effects of bullying,
evaluation of the phenomenon, and knowledge of practices for interventions that prevent
or address bullying” (Benitez et al., 2009, p. 195). After completion of the course,
students were more accurately able to identify characteristics of bullies and victims and
viewed themselves as more capable in dealing with bullies, victims, and parents. The
preservice teachers also felt more comfortable working with bystanders to prevent
bullying.
Beran (2006) found that preservice education programs can better prepare
teachers to handle bullying if they focused on knowledge, skills, and confidence.
Preservice teachers must be taught the language skills necessary to address children who
bully and their victims. In addition, Long and Alexander (2003) found that “students
respond better to teachers who were trained in and are able to provide positive feedback
as well as other educators who themselves model the appropriate social skills” (p. 3).
Anti-bullying programs. Nansel et al. (2001) reported that much is known about
the characteristics of bullies and the effects of being bullied, but that there is little
research about intervention and methods to prevent or end bullying in the United States.
However, there are examples of interventions that seem to be effective. Recently, in a
systematic review and meta-analysis of bullying programs from research dated between
1983 and May 2009, a total of 622 reports were found (Farrington & Ttofi, 2010). This
analysis included the review of several programs based in the United States, including,
S.S. GRIN, SPC and CAPSLE Program, Steps to Respect, Youth Matters, Expect
Respect, Seattle Trial and Chula Vista Olweus Program, South Carolina Program, BullyProofing Your School, and B.E.S.T. (Bullying Eliminated from Schools Together).
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Farrington and Ttofi’s meta-analysis concluded that on average, bullying decreased by
20–23% and victimization decreased by 17–20%. They also concluded that parent
meetings, discipline, length of program, and intensity of program were specific aspects of
successful programs, and that work with peers is often ineffective.
The Olweus Bully Prevention Program is one of the most researched and most
successful anti-bullying programs. The Olweus Bullying Prevention Program has been
implemented in Norway and England and has reduced bullying by 30–50%. This
program has also been implemented with varying rates of success in Germany, Canada,
Belgium, and the United States (Evers et al., 2007). This intervention focuses on
increased awareness throughout the school, parent-teacher contact, increased student
supervision, and clear rules defining bullying and the consequences for bullying (Nansel
et al. 2001). Schools that have implemented bullying prevention programs have seen
positive changes in school climate, a more positive attitude toward school, and increased
academic achievement (Beaty & Alexeyev, 2008; Coyle, 2008; Olweus, 2005).
James et al. (2006) reported results after fully implementing an anti-bullying
program (the Cool School Programme) in a secondary school in Ireland. The Cool
School Programme uses a whole-school approach to reduce the number of bullying
incidents. It focused on increasing awareness of bullying, its effects, and staff training on
identifying and handling bullying incidents. The researchers found that after
implementing the program, 91% of students believed teachers took bullying seriously and
that 89% believed teachers knew how to handle bullying situations. The study also found
that 73% of students felt that they would be able to tell a teacher if they had been bullied
and only 5% of students said that they could not trust the teachers. The authors reported
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that these percentages were higher than in any other study of bullying intervention
effectiveness.
Bauman and Hurley (2005) believe that teacher training is the reason for such
success with students reporting incidents of bullying to teachers. Addressing bullying
has long-standing effects on academic achievement and school climate. This is
documented by Coyle (2008), who found that teachers at one junior high school (Grades
7 and 8) believed that developing relationships and connecting with students helped to
create a culture where students felt comfortable to report occurrences of bullying.
Whitted and Dupper (2005) as well as James et al. (2006) also noted that successful antibullying programs include on-going training for all school staff.
One bullying intervention program named Build Respect, Stop Bullying, has been
implemented in a number of American schools (Evers et al., 2007). It was implemented
across the United States in 12 middle schools with 1,237 students in Grades 6 through 8
and 13 high schools with 1,215 students in Grades 9 through 12. The program was a
trans-theoretical-based interactive computer curriculum which provided individualized
interventions that focused on decision making. At the middle school level approximately
30% of students who had initially reported themselves as a bully, had progressed to not
being a bully by the end of the program implementation. Approximately 32% of students
who had initially reported themselves as a victim, no longer considered themselves a
victim at the conclusion of the program. Results were similar for high school students,
where approximately 38% of students who had initially reported themselves as a victim
no longer considered themselves a victim at the end of the program.
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While there are intervention programs that are effective, they are also costly.
Anti-bullying programs are expensive and time consuming to implement. Clemson
University offered a training program to implement the Olweus Bully Prevention
Program in which the cost was $4,200 for a three-day session, a two-day session nine
months later, and monthly hour-long phone consultations for next 12–18 months (Snyder,
2009). Even when school systems develop in-house training and support services for
teachers, the cost of professional services can be high, which represents a potential
barrier to implementation.
The bystander’s role. Because bullying often takes place in the presence of
student bystanders, and teachers are rarely present to intervene to stop bullying, the
actions of the student bystanders to stop bullying are important (Pepler et al., 1994).
Student bystanders can choose to support the victim, support the bully, or do nothing
(Rigby & Johnson, 2005). Brown et al. (2005) surveyed 1,229 children aged 9–13
attending programs at health education centers across seven states. Students were asked
what they would do when someone else is being bullied; 3.7% of 9-year-olds reported
that they would “just watch or walk away and do nothing,” this figure increased to 28.5%
of 13-year-olds. Approximately 12% of 9-year-olds reported that they would join in
when someone else was being bullying; this number increased as students got older to
26.9% of 13-year-olds. This number also varied when comparing males and females.
Males reported 22.9% of the time they would join in; in contrast only 10.6% of females
answered the same way. While 35.7% of the students reported they would do or say
something to try to stop the bullying, this percentage only varied slightly as age
increased.
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Hawkins et al. (2001) studied peer (bystander) behavior through observations in
two Toronto elementary schools over a 3-year time frame with students ages 6–12. They
found that peers were present in 88% of bullying episodes and intervened 19% of the
time. When the peer intervened, 66% of the interventions were directed toward the bully,
15% toward the victim, and 19% to both the bully and the victim. Of the 58 bullying
episodes in which peers intervened, the interventions were successful and stopped
bullying within 10 seconds 57% of the time, unsuccessful or ineffective 26%, 17% could
not be determined. Boys and girls intervened more frequently when the victim was of the
same sex. Both boys and girls were equally effective in stopping bullying.
In Australia, Rigby and Johnson have researched the roles of bystanders in
bullying victimization. In a study of 200 primary school students (mean age 11.5) and
200 secondary students (mean age 13.5), the authors reported on the intentions of
students to intervene to stop bullying. They found that student bystanders are most likely
to intervene to stop bullying if they believe their friends expect them to. Surprisingly, the
perceived expectations of teachers had no bearing on whether students intervened to stop
bullying. Also noted was that while students report a positive attitude towards victims a
majority of students did not indicate that they would support the victim. When students
witnessed a verbal bullying vignette, 52% of boys and 34% of girls (mean age 13.5)
reported that they would ignore it, and 28% of boys and 39% of girls reported that they
would support the victim. Similarly, Bradshaw et al. (2007) found that when 7,296
middle school students (part of a larger study) were asked what they did when they
witnessed bullying, 35.42% responded that they would “ignore it” or “do nothing,”
11.9% said they would “join in,” and 25.31% answered that they would “try to stop it.”
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Pollack et al. (2008) conducted a study for the United States Secret Service and
Department of Education to identify similarities of school shootings through the
interviews of bystanders. One key finding was that there was a range of the information
the bystanders shared. Some bystanders willingly provided information while others had
to be prodded to share, and some said nothing. “Some bystanders reported that the
school climate influenced their decisions to share information with the school staff
regarding threats” (Pollack et al., p.7). Bystanders who reported information stated that
they had positive relationships with at least one adult at school and that they believed
they would be taken seriously. Whereas students who did not report information believed
the adults at school would have a negative response and that they may not be believed.
Myers-Briggs Type Indicator. The Myers-Briggs Type Indicator was developed
from C.G. Jung’s psychological types. Jung saw people’s behaviors as patterns, while
many others believed these behaviors to be random (Lawrence, 2000). Isabel Briggs
Myers and her mother Katherine Briggs, developed the Myers-Briggs Type Indicator to
apply C.G. Jung’s theory of type into practical applications. The Myers-Briggs Type
Indicator was first published in 1962, but became widely used and published in 1975
(Lawrence, 2000).
There are 16 different types reported by the Myers-Briggs Type Indicator
(MBTI). They are a combination of the four dimensions of type, extraversion or
introversion (EI), sensing or intuition (SN), thinking or feeling (TF), and judgment or
perception (JP; Lawrence, 2000). The two mental processes are separated into the
perceiving process, sensing and intuition, and the judgment processes, thinking and
feeling (Lawrence, 2000). The sensing type prefer to rely on experience rather than
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theory, while those who prefer intuition have an ability to see symbolic and theoretical
relationships (Clack, Allen, Cooper, & Head, 2004; Lawrence, 2000). Thinking types
weigh and analyze information and are objective in the decision making process (Clack et
al., 2004; Lawrence, 2000). Feeling types make decisions based on their personal values
and standards (Lawrence, 2000). The third dimension, extraversion or introversion, is the
preferred way to focus attention. Extraverts focus their attention on the world and
people; introverts focus on the inner world of ideas and concepts (Clack et al., 2004;
Lawrence, 2000). “The fourth dimension (judging or perceiving) is the attitude taken
toward the outer world” (Lawrence, 2000, p. 11). Judging types prefer to live in a
planned and structured manner, while perceiving types live spontaneous and flexible
lifestyles (Lawrence, 2000).
In 1993, Myers reported that the MBTI was the most widely used instrument in
the United States to identify normal personality differences (as cited in Moore, Dettlaff,
& Dietz, 2004) and in 2004 it was identified as the most widely used personality
questionnaire in the world, with over two million administrations each year (Clack et al.,
2004). According to Moore et al. (2004) there has be significant research to support the
reliability of the MBTI.
Myers-Briggs Type Indicator and education. The MBTI has been used in
education as early as the 1970s. In the 1978, Keirsey and Bates found that teachers
largely were ENFJ (Extroversion-Intuition-Feeling-Judging; as cited in Sears, Kennedy,
& Kaye, 1997). Later in 1979, Lawrence reported that teachers’ most common type was
ESFJ (Extroversion-Sensing-Feeling-Judging), this was supported by Marso and Pigge’s
findings in 1990 and Hinton and Stockburgers’ in 1991 (as cited in Sears et al., 1997).
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Later in 1991, McCutcheon, Schmidt, and Bolden reported that elementary teachers were
predominantly ESFJ, but that secondary teachers did not have a dominant personality
type (as cited in Sears et al., 1997). Sears et al. found that preservice elementary teachers
were predominantly SFJ, the Extroversion-Introversion aspect was found to be
insignificant. Sears et al. found no dominant type for secondary teachers, but did note that
a significant number of teachers were categorized as NTJ.
All four sensing types (ISTP, ISFP, ESTP, and ESFP) are underrepresented in the
teaching profession (Lawrence, 2000). A Myers-Briggs type preference is not a trait,
“They are a preferred ways of being in the world, different mind-sets, different ways of
experiencing life’s daily events and processing the experiences (Lawrence, 2000, p. 36).
The subjects taught by teachers are predictable from type theory. For example
mathematics teachers in Grades 7 through 12 are two-thirds S’s, foreign language
teachers are 70% F’s, English teachers are two-thirds N’s and two-thirds F’s, science
teachers 7 through 12 are two-thirds T’s, and special education teachers are evenly
distributed (Lawrence, 2000).
Chapter Summary
Bullying is a significant problem in the United States and has received
considerable media coverage recently. A majority of states have laws regarding bullying.
Bullying is especially prominent in the middle school, with approximately 20–30% of
students reporting that they have been the victim of bullying (Nansel et al., 2001;
Unnever& Cornell, 2004).
Through the lens of the ecological systems model, “bullying is viewed as a
complex interaction between an individual and his or her peers, school, family,
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community, and culture rather than a behavior or an innate characteristic of a person”
(Coyle, 2008, p. 108). Studies have documented that the actions of peers, teachers, the
physical characteristics of the school, family, culture, and community dynamics are
factors in the development and continuation of bullying (Espelage & Swearer, 2003).
Bandura’s social learning theory claims that aggression in children is a behavior
learned from family members, the media, and the environment (Isom, 1998). Therefore,
the prevalence and continuance of bullying in schools is directly related to students’,
teachers’, and administrators’ responses and reactions, or lack thereof, to incidents of
bullying (Yoon, 2004). Bandura’s self-efficacy theory has been related to bystander
behavior in bullying situations. Rigby and Johnson (2006) report that for a student to
help a victim in a difficult situation requires confidence and the belief that they can have
a positive effect.
Additionally, many adults believe that experiencing bullying is a normal part of
childhood development (Bauman & Hurley, 2005; Leff, Kupersmidt, Patterson, & Power,
1999; Limber & Small, 2003); it should not be accepted as such, as it presents serious
threats to the child’s development (Nansel et al., 2001). Bullies, victims, and bullyvictims suffer from negative consequences from involvement in bullying. More
alarming, despite the negative effects of bullying, is that 47% of Grade 8 students
reported that they would not tell anyone when they were bullied (Harris & Petrie, 2002),
and the rate of reporting decreases as students get older (Houndoumadi & Pateraki,
2001). However, students do identify that some teachers were better at handling bullying
situations. Students describe these teachers as “firm but fair” (Oliver & Candappa,
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2007). Additionally, Yoon (2004) found that teacher characteristics predict their
intentions to intervene in bullying situations.

47

Chapter 3: Research Design Methodology
General Perspective
Bullying is a significant and pervasive problem that has been documented in
Norway, Finland, Sweden, Japan, Australia, United States, the countries of the United
Kingdom, Germany, Netherlands, Belgium, Italy, Spain, Portugal, France and
Switzerland (Crothers et al., 2006). Nansel et al. (2001) found that in the United States,
in 2001, 29.9% of students in Grades 6 through 12 were involved in moderate or
frequent bullying, with 13.0% as a bully, 10.6% as a victim, and 6.3% both a bully and a
victim (bully-victim).
Nansel’s national survey in 2001 reported that bullying is most prevalent in
Grades 6 through 8, but it is more complex to manage at the secondary level (James et al.,
2006). It has also been reported that teachers consider bullying to be one of the most
prevalent issues in school, second only to drug use (Dake et al., 2003). Further, Dinkes,
et al. (2009) reported that principals identify bullying as the most frequently occurring
discipline problem. They found that 32% of students report that they were bullied in
school. Of those students who reported being bullied, only 36% notified a teacher or
adult at school.
Two significant issues emerged when studying bullying in schools. The first was
that bullying is a widespread and serious issue. The second was that students who are
bullied often do not report it to teachers or other adults. This research focused on
bullying, and the correlation between a student’s willingness to talk to a certificated staff

48

member about being bullied and the personality characteristics and training of the
certificated staff member. Four research questions were: (a) Is there a relationship
between the first choice of a staff member to whom a student would report bullying
incidents and that staff member's personality characteristics, as assessed by the MyersBriggs Type Indicator, (b) Is there a relationship between the certificated staff member
identified least frequently to whom a student would report bullying incidents and that
staff member's personality characteristics, as assessed by the Myers-Briggs Type
Indicator, (c) Is there a relationship between a student’s first choice of a staff member to
whom a student would report bullying incidents and that staff member’s formal training
in addressing bullying, and (d) Is there a relationship between a student’s choice of
administrator and/or pupil personnel staff and that administrator and/or pupil personnel
staff member’s personality characteristics, as assessed by the Myers-Briggs Type
Indicator?
The purpose of this correlational research study was to identify the traits of
certificated staff members to whom students feel most comfortable, and least
comfortable, in reporting bullying.
Research Context
This study took place in a large county located in New York State. At the time,
the county’s population was approximately 300,000 living in about 802 square miles.
There were 13 school districts in the county. The district involved in this study had two
elementary schools serving students in Grades kindergarten through 5, one middle school
serving students enrolled in Grades 6 through 8, and one high school serving students in
Grades 9 through 12. The district employed 343 people, including 11 administrators, 186
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teachers, 4 nurses, and 114 support staff members. Approximately 96% of the district’s
employees were Caucasian. The district’s student enrollment was 1,800 comprised of
67% Caucasian, 10% Black, 8% Hispanic, 13% Asian, and 2% multiracial.
Approximately 11% of the student body was eligible for free or reduced lunch.
The district’s middle school was the site of the study. The middle school had one
principal, one part-time dean of students, 2 guidance counselors, 1 school psychologist, 2
shared social workers, and 48 teachers (6 shared). In 2007-2008, the most current data
available, 9% of the students enrolled were eligible for free lunch and 3% for reduced
price lunch.
New York State requires that school district complete the Violent and Disruptive
Incident Report (VADIR) regarding specific discipline incidents to the state on a yearly
basis. VADIR requires that school districts report intimidation, harassment, menacing or
bullying behavior and no physical contact. However, this bullying must meet specific
disciplinary actions, which are being referred to counseling or treatment program,
removed by teacher, being suspended from class or activities, receiving an out-of-school
suspension, being transferred to an alternative education program, being referred to law
enforcement or juvenile justice. In 2007-2008, the participating middle school reported 5
incidents in this category and in 2008-2009 reported 2 incidents. Schools are also
mandated to report any alleged incident of intimidation, harassment, menacing, or
bullying reported to the administrator in charge of discipline, even if they did not result in
any disciplinary action. In 2007-2008, 11 incidents were reported in this category and in
2008-2009, 5 incidents were reported.
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Research Participants
Students in Grades 6 through 8 and 55 certificated staff members from a suburban
middle school were asked to participate in this correlational study. All students and
certificated staff members were given the opportunity to participate in the study. The
student participation was 425, however, the survey was not forced response, and
therefore students had the right not to respond to any questions. This accounts for the
variations in the N, number of respondents.

The student participants were 50% (169)

male and 50% (171) female. The student participants’ race was 54% Caucasian, 9%
African American, 11% Latino/Hispanic, 11% Asian, 4% Native American, 6% Biracial,
and 5% other. Eighteen percent of students were ages 8-11, 29% were 12, 40% were 13,
and 12% were 14-15 years old. Twenty-nine percent of students were enrolled in Grade
6, 38% in Grade 7, and 33% in Grade 8.
Forty-four certificated staff members participated in the research study. Twentyseven percent of the certificated staff members were male and 73% were female. Eightyfour percent of the certificated staff members were Caucasian, 7% Latino/Hispanic, 2%
African American, 2% Eastern European, and 5% other.
This site was chosen to participate due to convenience and access but was a
typical small suburban middle school in terms of New York State Assessment scores,
demographics, and students eligible for free and reduced lunch prices.
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Table 3.1
Student Respondents’ Demographic Information
Student Demographic Information

Students
n

%

Gender

Male

169

50

nR = 340

Female

171

50

Race

Caucasian

234

54

fR = 433

African American

40

9

Latino/Hispanic

46

11

Asian

49

11

Native American

17

4

Biracial

24

6

Other

23

5

8–11

62

18

12

100

29

13

137

40

14–15

41

12

Grade Level

6

100

29

nR = 342

7

131

38

8

111

33

Age
nR= 340

Note. nR= number of respondents; fR = frequency of responses.
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Table 3.2
Certificated Staff Member Participants’ Demographic Information
Demographic Information

Certificated Staff Member Participants
n

%

Gender

Male

12

27

nR = 44

Female

32

73

Race

Caucasian

37

84

nR = 44

Latino/Hispanic

3

7

African American

1

2

Eastern European

1

2

Other

2

5

Age

21–30

7

16

nR = 44

31–40

20

45

41–50

8

18

51–60

7

16

61–65

2

5

Note. nR= number of respondents.
Instruments Used in Data Collection
Certificated staff members employed at the suburban middle school were asked to
complete an Information Survey (See Appendix F.) and the Myers-Briggs Type Indicator
(MBTI) Form M. The Information Survey collected basic demographic data from the
certificated staff members. The MBTI is a questionnaire that measures how people
perceive the world and make decisions (Sears et al., 2001). In 1993, Myers reported that
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the MBTI was the most widely used instrument in the United States to identify normal
personality differences (as cited in Moore et al., 2004) and in 2004 it was identified as the
most widely used personality questionnaire in the world, with over two million
administrations each year (Clack et al., 2004). The students enrolled at the same middle
school took The Bully Survey–Secondary (Swearer, 2001; See Appendix D.). The Bully
Survey is a student questionnaire that measures student’s involvement in bullying and
attitudes regarding bullying (Swearer, 2001).
Certificated staff members and the Information Survey. The certificated staff
members employed at the suburban middle school were asked to complete an Information
Survey (See Appendix F.). This survey asks basic demographic information, including
name, gender, age, and race. In addition, it asks the number of years of teaching
experience, years teaching in the participating middle school, the highest level of
education completed, and training in bullying. The survey was administered through
Qualtrics online survey system provided by St. John Fisher College.
Certificated staff members completed the Information Survey with
confidentiality. All data obtained from participants was kept confidential. All
questionnaires were concealed, and no one other than the primary researcher has or will
have access to them. The data collected was stored in the Qualtrics secure database until
it was deleted by the primary researcher.
Certificated staff members and the Myers-Briggs Type Indicator. In 2004,
the MBTI was identified as the most widely used personality questionnaire in the world,
with over two million administrations each year (Clack et al., 2004). According to
Moore et al. (2004) there has been significant research to support the reliability of the
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MBTI. Schaubhut, Herk, and Thompson (2009) report that the MBTI Form M met
internal consistency standards as measured by the Cronbach alpha. In 2008 and 2009 the
MBTI was administered to a diverse group of participants. The results demonstrated
consistency for all four dichotomies across employment status, ethnic group, age group,
and region. Form M of the MBTI has also met test-retest standards. In the study, 409
people completed the assessment twice between January 2004 and September 2008. The
test-retest dates ranged over five different intervals, 3 weeks or less, 1–6 months, 6–12
months, more than a year, and all combined. The test-retest correlations for
Extraversion-Introversion range from .84 to .88, Sensing-Intuition range from .82 to .88,
Thinking-Feeling range from .84 to .90, and Judging-Perceiving from .80 to .87 over the
various time intervals, “indicating good reliability for each preference pair over long
periods of time” (Schaubhut et al., 2009, p. 7). “Numerous studies have established
construct validity of the MBTI through factor analysis and correlations with personality
variable measured by other instruments” (Moore et al., 2004, p. 338).
The certificated staff members were asked to complete the Myers-Briggs Type
Indicator (MBTI). Certificated staff members will confidentially complete the MBTI
online. The MBTI will be administered through a grant from CPP, Inc. This grant will
fund 90% of the cost of administering the MBTI. CPP, Inc. “is a world leader in
personality, career, and organizational development assessments”. CPP, Inc. will provide
the results of the MBTI in SPSS software.
Students and The Bully Survey. Students in Grades 6 through 8 were asked to
take The Bully Survey–Secondary (BYS–S; Swearer, 2001; See Appendix D.) online. It
was administered through Qualtrics online survey system provided by St. John Fisher
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College. The Bully Survey includes demographic information, such as gender, race, age,
grade, and native language. Students will anonymously complete the survey online. The
Bully Survey is a self-report instrument that is typical of the types of instruments used in
the literature on bullying. “Self-report measures are the standard for assessing outcomes
in the bullying prevention literature” (Olweus & Limber as cited in Evers et al., 2007, p.
400). “When assessed anonymously or on computers where teachers do not know their
responses, students have protection to report participation without interpersonal pressure
from teachers, peers or parents” (Evers et al., 2007, p. 400).
The Bully Survey has 41 items separated into four parts. The questions are
written in various formats, including, yes/no, 5 point Likert-type, check all that apply
from a list, and short answer. Part A (12 questions) asks about when students were the
victims of bullying during the past year (Swearer, 2001). The next section, Part B (9
questions), questions students regarding their observations of bullying (Swearer, 2001).
Part C (9 questions) asks about when students have bullied other students (Swearer,
2001). The final part, Part D (10 questions), is the Bully Attitudinal Scale (BAS) which
assesses students’ attitudes towards bullying (Swearer, 2001). In addition, they were
asked to report certificated staff member to whom they are most likely to report instances
of bullying. If students indicate in the first question, the screener question, of Part A, B,
or C that they are not a victim, have not witnessed bullying, or are not a bully, they are
instructed to skip the section (Swearer, 2001). If they respond positively to the screener
question they complete the remaining items in the section. Each section of the survey
begins with the following definition of bullying:
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Bullying happens when someone hurts or scares another person on purpose and
the person being bullied has a hard time defending himself or herself. Usually,
bullying happens over and over. Examples of bullying are:
Punching, shoving and other acts that hurt people physically
Spreading bad rumors about people
Keeping certain people out of a group
Teasing people in a mean way
Getting certain people to “gang up” on others. (Swearer, 2001)
Providing the definition as part of the survey explains the types of behaviors that should
be reported, while still being vague enough to allow students to include other hurtful
behaviors not specifically listed (Greif & Furlong, 2006).
The Bully Survey asked students to identify why they are bullied and includes a
long list of possibilities. According to Greif and Furlong (2006) students reported higher
rates of victimization when asked to indicate specific behaviors, rather than to generalize
themselves as a victim. However, they note that these lists must be well crafted and
comprehensive in order to accurately to assess reasons for bullying. Part A of The Bully
Survey has an internal consistency of .87 and the Part D internal consistency reliability,
using coefficient alpha was reported as .75 and .71 in previous research (Swearer, 2001).
For the purpose of this study, the primary researcher attended a scheduled PTA
meeting to discuss the survey. The information presented at the meeting was summarized
in the PTA meeting minutes which were e-mailed to all parents who had signed up to
receive them. In addition, the opt-out (passive consent; See Appendix A.) letter was
mailed home, notification that the letter was mailed home was advertised daily on the
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principal’s webpage until the survey was administered. In addition, an electronic call to
all middle school parents was made, notifying them that a letter had been mailed home
informing them of a bullying survey that would be administered in the middle school.
The opt-out letters were sent home with students several days prior to the administration
of the survey. Ellickson and Hawes (1989) reported that the use of passive consent was
an appropriate alternative to active consent if sufficient efforts are made to get parents to
pay attention to materials. Jason, Pokorny, and Katz (2001) utilized passive consent
letters in their study which surveyed students regarding their use and knowledge of drug,
tobacco, and alcohol, and stated in their passive consent letter that “There are no known
risks associated with participating in this project” (p. 66).
The response rates for active consent, opt-in, letters typically range from 30–60%,
with some researchers reporting rates as low as 6–25%, while the use of passive consent
(opt-out) letters typically result in 93–100% participation (as cited in Tigges, 2003). In
addition, Dent et al. (1993) researched sample bias as a result of the implementation of
active consent and passive consent. Dent et al. concluded that the passive consent group
was more likely to contain males, students of minority ethnic backgrounds, students from
lower socioeconomic and single parent homes. These results were also supported by
Anderman et al. (1995), who also found that active consent groups were more likely to be
Caucasian, participate in extracurricular activities, and have a B average or higher.
Kearny, Hopkins, Mauss, and Weisheit (1983) found that Asian and African American
parents were more likely not to respond to active consent letters. The participating
middle school has a population comprised of 10% African American and 14% Asian.
Hollmann and McNamara (1999) reported that bias from the use of active consent forms
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may eliminate those students who are most disturbed or deviant and may discriminate
against the most needy children (for example smoking and drug prevention programs,
and conflict resolution training).
In a 1989 study, Ellickson and Hawes examined the differences between the use
of passive and active consent forms. Ellickson and Hawes contacted parents who had not
returned the passive consent forms, and found that 96% had not returned the form
because they agreed to allow their children to participate. In contrast, when Ellickson
and Hawes contacted the parents who had not returned active consent letters, 87% of
parents stated that they did not return the letters due to a lack of motivation, not because
they did not want their children to participate.
Bullying is a universal phenomenon and most students are exposed to bullying
daily. Harris and Petrie (2002) found that bullying is even more prominent among
middle school students and of the students surveyed, 92% reported that bullying happens
at least “sometimes.” Hawkins et al. (2001) studied peer (bystander) behavior through
observations in two Toronto elementary schools over a 3-year time frame with students
ages 6–12. They found that peers were present in 88% of bullying episodes.
Minimal risk is defined as “that the probability and magnitude of harm or
discomfort anticipated in the research are not greater in and of themselves than those
ordinarily encountered in daily life or during the performance of routine physical or
psychological examinations or tests” (National Institutes of Health, 2005).
In addition, the Society for Adolescent Medicine, Guidelines for Adolescent
Health Research (1995) states the research that does not pose greater than minimal risk
consists of “anonymous survey research or confidential survey research that collects
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identifying information, with or without sensitive information; behavioral prevention and
intervention research; and other research involving routine physical or psychological
examination or tests” (p. 265). Santelli et al. (2003) concluded that in a review of the
literature that there is “little evidence that communicating with adolescents about health
behaviors, either in traditional health educational setting or in behavioral surveys,
increases harmful behaviors” (p. 401). The American Psychological Association (APA)
ethics code, Section 8.05, states that,
Psychologists may dispense with informed consent only (1) where research would
not reasonably be assumed to create distress or harm and involves (a) the study of
normal educational practices, curricula, or classroom management methods
conducted in educational settings; (b) only anonymous questionnaires, naturalistic
observations, or archival research for which disclosure of responses would not
place participants at risk of criminal or civil liability or damage their financial
standing, employability, or reputation, and confidentiality is protected; or (c) the
study of factors related to job or organization effectiveness conducted in
organizational settings for which there is no risk to participants’ employability,
and confidentiality is protected or (2) where otherwise permitted by law or federal
or institutional regulations. (APA, 2010)
Data Analysis
The data were analyzed to determine if there is a relationship between the
personality types of the certificated staff members as assessed by the MBTI and the
certificated staff members to whom students are most likely to report bullying. The data
were also be analyzed to see if there was a relationship between the certificated staff
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members not identified or identified the least and their personality type as assessed by the
MBTI. A statistical analysis was conducted using SPSS software. Specifically, a χ2 test
was used to analyze the data. The χ2 analysis used a customized expected n because the n
was large enough to generate good proportions. All χ2 analysis conducted have 31% or
less of the cells with an expected frequency count less than 5. The results of the data
analysis are documented in Chapter 4 in figures, tables, and a narrative.
Summary of the Methodology
Certificated staff members. On Tuesday, February 22, 2011 the researcher
e-mailed the certificated staff members details about the study and information about the
MBTI. This e-mail included a link to the Information Survey and website for completion
of the MBTI as well as their login information. The researcher attended a faculty
meeting on Tuesday, February 22, 2011 from 2:30–3:00 p.m. During this meeting the
researcher reviewed the information sent in the e-mail and requested that the certificated
staff members participate by completing the Information Survey and MBTI online. Once
all questions were answered, certificated staff members were asked to complete the
Information Survey and the MBTI. The certificated staff members could take both the
Information Survey and the MBTI in the computer labs or in the privacy of their
classrooms. Certificated staff members had the ability to stop and resume the MBTI,
from any computer with Internet access. Certificated staff members wishing to
participate in the study were asked to complete both the Information Survey and the
MBTI prior to Friday, March 11, 2011.
Once the certificated staff members had completed the MBTI, they received an email stating: “Thank you for your time and participation in my research study.” If the
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staff member did not fully complete the MBTI by Friday, March 4, 2011, they received
an e-mail stating: “You have not completed enough questions for proper report scoring.
Please return and complete the assessment as soon as possible. Thank you.”
The Bully Survey. The researcher attended a PTA meeting on January 13, 2011
to provide parents with information regarding bullying and The Bully Survey. The
researcher’s attendance at this meeting was advertised at the prior PTA meeting. The
researcher discussed a parents’ option to choose not to allow their child to complete the
survey. An opt-out letter was sent home on Thursday, February 24, 2011. The opt-out
letter (See Appendix A.) was due to the main office by Thursday March 3, 2011. On
Friday, February 25, 2011 the building principal made a school messenger phone call to
middle school parents/guardians informing them of the letter they would be receiving in
the mail. Students also received a copy of the opt-out letter during their homeroom class
on Wednesday, March 2, 2011.
The Bully Survey was administered to students who had not returned the opt-out
letter during their scheduled Encore class from Friday, March 4, 2011 and Friday, March
11, 2011. The Encore classes reported to the computer lab to complete the survey.
Students had approximately 40 minutes to complete the survey. The teacher of the class
was not present during the survey administration; this limited the influence of their
presence on the students. Instead, the Director of Curriculum and Instruction supervised
the students; she was not a member of the building faculty. Prior to the administration of
the survey, all students were asked if they wanted to participate in the survey and they
were informed that there were no consequences for declining to participate in the survey.
Students who had returned the opt-out letter or declined to participate reported to the
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library, while their classmates completed The Bully Survey. Students had approximately
40 minutes to complete the survey. At the conclusion of the survey students were
informed that the school guidance counselors, school psychologist, school social workers,
principal, dean of students, and teachers were available to them if they wanted like to
discuss the survey or any feelings about the survey. The Director of Curriculum also told
the students that if at any time they were bullied or witness bullying they should feel
comfortable and safe reporting the bullying to the school guidance counselors, school
psychologist, school social workers, principal, dean of students, and teachers.
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Chapter 4: Results
Research Questions
The purpose of this study was to explore the topic of bullying to determine if
there exists a relationship between a student’s willingness to talk to a certificated staff
member about being bullied and the personality characteristics and training of the
certificated staff members to whom students spoke.
Four research questions were addressed: (a) Is there a relationship between the
first choice of a staff member to whom a student would report bullying incidents and that
staff member’s personality characteristics, as assessed by the Myers-Briggs Type
Indicator? (b) Is there a relationship between the certificated staff member identified least
frequently to whom a student would report bullying incidents and that staff member’s
personality characteristics, as assessed by the Myers-Briggs Type Indicator? (c) Is there a
relationship between a student’s first choice of a staff member to whom a student would
report bullying incidents and that staff member’s formal training in addressing bullying?,
and (d) Is there a relationship between a student’s choice of administrator and/or pupil
personnel staff and that administrator and/or pupil personnel staff member’s personality
characteristics, as assessed by the Myers-Briggs Type Indicator?
Data Analysis and Findings
General information. Although the number of participants in The Bully Survey
was 425 and 42 certificated staff members took the Information Survey, the number of
respondents for each question in the surveys varied. This was because the surveys were
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not forced response, and therefore students and certificated staff members had the right
not to respond to a questions. The symbol nR will be used in all tables to indicate the
number of respondents for a question. The symbol fR will be used to represent the
frequency of responses to a question where respondents were able to choose multiple
answers.
Student participants. The researcher attended a PTA meeting on January 13,
2011, to provide parents with information regarding bullying and The Bully Survey. An
opt-out letter was mailed home to the families of students on Thursday, February 24,
2011. The opt-out letter was due to the main office by Thursday, March 3, 2011. On
Friday, February 25, 2011, the building principal made a school messenger phone call to
middle school parents/guardians informing them of the letter they would be receiving in
the mail. Students also received a copy of the opt-out letter during their homeroom class
on Wednesday, March 2, 2011. The opt-out letter was returned by four students, those
four students did not participate in The Bully Survey. Students completed The Bully
Survey between Friday, March 4, 2011 and Friday, March 11, 2011 during their
scheduled Encore class. The Bully Survey was taken 455 times; however the first 30
survey responses were eliminated due to a survey error. Therefore, only 425 surveys
were analyzed. The eliminated surveys were missing a certificated staff member,
specifically the building principal, as an answer choice to the question “Which adult
would you most likely report bullying to?” The student demographic information may be
found in Table 4.1.
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Table 4.1
Student Respondents’ Demographic Information
Demographic Information

Gender (nR = 340)

Race (fR = 433)

Age (nR = 340)

Grade Level (nR = 342)

Students
n

%

Male

169

50

Female

171

50

Caucasian

234

54

African American

40

9

Latino/Hispanic

46

11

Asian

49

11

Native American

17

4

Biracial

24

6

Other

23

5

8–11

62

18

12

100

29

13

137

40

14–15

41

12

6

100

29

7

131

38

8

111

33

Note. nR = number of respondents; fR = frequency of responses. N = 425.
When asked if they had been bullied this school year, 33% (132) of students
answered “yes” and 67% (265) of students answered “no.” Students who responded that
they had been bullied were also asked how frequently it occurred, and 28% (35)
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responded that it happened “one or more times a day,” 29% (36) responded, “one or more
times a week,” and 43% (53) answered, “one or more times a month.” Students were
also asked if they had witnessed other students being bullied this school year, and 73%
(269) of students answered “yes” and 27% (100) of students answered “no.” Of the
students who witnessed bullying, 40% (103) answered that it occurred “one or more
times a day,” 29% (76) students answered, “one or more times a week,” and 31% (82)
responded “one or more times a month.” When asked if they had bullied another student
this school year, 16% (57) of students answered “yes” and 84% (269) of students
answered “no.” The students who responded “yes” to bullying others were asked how
frequently they bullied others; 17% (9) answered, “one or more times a week,” 36% (19)
responded, “one or more times a month,” and 47% (25) answered, “one or more times a
month.”
Table 4.2
Student Reponses to Being Bullied, Witnessing Bullying, and Bullying
Yes

No

Question

n

%

n

%

Have you been bullied this school year? (nR = 397)

132

33

265

67

269

73

100

27

57

13

296

70

Did you ever see a student other than yourself who
was bullied this school year? (nR = 369)
Did you bully anyone this school year? (nR = 353)
Note. nR = number of respondents.
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Victims of Bullying. Students who responded “yes” to being bullied this school
year were also asked, “Where have you been bullied?” This was a multiple-response
question, and therefore the n represents the number of responses, not the respondents.
The most frequent places identified by students were hallway at 18% (73) and the
cafeteria at 15% (62) Table 4.3 provides details to the answer to this question.
Table 4.3
Victims’ Responses to the Question: “Where have you been bullied?”
fR = 416
Location

n

%

Hallway

73

18

Cafeteria

62

15

Before School & After School

58

14

Other School Locations

58

14

Cyber-bullying

55

13

Class

44

11

Bus

29

7

Extracurricular

27

6

Note. fR = frequency of responses.
Students who responded “yes” to being bullied this school year were asked “How
did you get bullied?” The most frequently occurring types of bullying that “often
happened” and “always happened” were “said mean things behind my back,” “called me
names,” and “made fun of me” (See Table 4.4.). A complete analysis of the reasons why
students were bullied is in Appendix G.
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Table 4.4
Victims’ Responses to the Question: “How did you get bullied?”
Happened
Never

Rarely

n

%

n

%

21

18

23

20

8

Called me names (nR = 119)

25

21

14

12

Made fun of me (nR = 117)

19

16

18

15

Said mean things behind my

Sometimes
n

%

Often

Always

n

%

n

%

7

18

16

44

39

25

21

18

15

37

31

25

21

27

23

28

24

back (nR = 114)

Note. nR = number of respondents.
Students who identified themselves as victims of bullying were asked “Who
bullied you the most?” This is a multiple-response question; in Table 4.5, fR represents
the total frequency of responses to the question and n the number of respondents who
chose each answer. The most frequent answers were “someone who is popular/has many
friends” (21%), “boys” (19%), and “girls” 16%.
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Table 4.5
Victims’ Responses to the Question: “Who bullied you the most?”
Who bullied you most? (fR= 574)

n

%

Someone who is popular/has many friends

118

21

Boys

108

19

Girls

90

16

Someone who is strong/powerful

72

13

Someone who is weak/not powerful

35

6

Someone who is not popular/does not have many friends

34

6

Someone who is not smart

34

6

Other

28

5

Someone who I don’t know

23

4

Someone who is smart

20

3

Someone who is an adult

12

2

Note.fR = frequency of responses.
Victims of bullying were asked “How much of a problem was the bullying for
you?” The most frequently occurring problem for the students that “often happened” and
“always happened” was “made me feel bad or sad” (47%) and “made it difficult to learn
at school” (32%). Details of highlights are displayed in Table 4.6. Appendix H, Table
H.1 contains the complete results.
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Table 4.6
Victims’ Responses to the Question: “How much of a problem was the bullying for you?”
A Problem
Never

Rarely

n

%

n

%

17

15

24

21

44

39

21

19

Sometimes

Often

Always

%

n

n

%

24

21

15

4

34

30

11

10

14

13

22

20

n

%

Made me feel bad or sad
(nR= 114)
Made it difficult to learn at
school (nR= 112)
Note. nR = number of respondents.
Students who identified themselves as victims of bullying were asked “Why do
you think you were bullied?” This is a multiple-response question; in Table 4.7, fr
represents the total frequency of responses to the question and n the number of
respondents who chose each answer. The most frequent answers were “I get good
grades” (8%), “they think I am a wimp” (7%), “I am different” (6%), “the clothes I wear”
(5%), “they think my face looks funny” (5%), and “they say I’m gay” (5%). Table 4.7
The complete responses can be found in Appendix I.
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Table 4.7
Victims’ Responses to the Question: “Why do you think you were bullied?”
Why do you think you were bullied? (fR = 622)

n

%

I get good grades

49

8

They think I am a wimp

41

7

They think my friends are weird

36

6

I am different

37

6

They think my face looks funny

34

5

The clothes I wear

34

5

They said I’m gay

34

5

Note. fR = frequency of responses.
The victims of bullying were asked “Did your teachers and school staff know
about the bullying that happened to you?” The students responded 33% (38) “yes,” 27%
(31) “no,” and 40% (45) “I don’t know.” The chart in Figure 4.1 represents the responses
to this question.
Victims of bullying were also asked “Did you parents know about the bullying
that happened to you?” The students answered 53% (59) “yes,” 25% (28) “no,” and 22%
(24) “I don’t know.” Students were also asked “How do you think your teachers and
school staff took care of the bullying?” Twenty percent of the students responded that
they didn’t know, 39% responded “bad,” 30% responded “okay,” and only 11%
responded “very well.”
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How do you think the teachers and
school staff took care of the
bullying?
I don't know
20%
Very Well
11%
Okay
30%
Bad
39%

Figure 4.1. Victims’ Responses to the Question: “How do you think the teachers and
school staff took care of the bullying?”
Witnesses. Part B of The Bully Survey began with the screener question “Did you
ever see a student other than yourself who was bullied this school year?” A total of 369
students answered this question and 73% (269) answered “yes” and 27% (100) answered
“no.” Of those students who answered “yes,” 40% (103) said that they saw another
student bullied “one or more times a day,” 29% (76) answered “one or more times a
week,” and 31% (82) responded “one or more times a month.”
Students who responded yes to witnessing bulling this school year were also
asked, “Where was the student been bullied?” This is a multiple-response question; in
Table 4.8, fR represents the total frequency of responses to the question and n the number
of respondents who chose each answer. As shown in Table 4.8, the places most
frequently identified by students were the “hallway,” 18% (171) and “Before School &
After School,” 16% (155). The places where students were bullied are shown in Table
4.8.
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Table 4.8
Witnesses’ Responses to the Question: “Where was the student bullied?”
Location

Responses fR = 974
n

%

Hallway

171

18

Before School & After School

155

16

Cafeteria

138

14

Other School Locations

137

14

Class

141

14

Extracurricular

80

8

Bus

77

8

Cyber-bullying

75

8

Note. fR = frequency of responses.
Students who responded “yes” to witnessing bullying this school year were asked
“How did this student get bullied?” The most frequently occurring types of bullying that
“often happened” and “always happened” were “said mean things behind my back,”
“made fun of me,” and “called me names.” Table 4.9 how often three behaviors were
perceived by the respondents to have happened. The complete responses can be found in
Appendix J, Table J.1.
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Table 4.9
Witnesses’ Responses to the Question: “How did this student get bullied?”
Happened
Never

Rarely

Sometimes

Often

Always

n

%

n

%

n

%

n

%

n

%

25

11

21

9

43

18

45

19

104 44

7

3

27

11

62

26

57

24

88 37

23

10

31

13

46

19

62

26

79 33

Said mean things behind
his/her back (nR= 238)
Made fun of him/her
(nR= 241)
Called him/her names
(nR= 241)

Note. nR = number of respondents.
Students who witnessed bullying were asked, “Who bullied this student?” This is
a multiple-response question; in Table 4.10, fR represents the total frequency of responses
to the question and n the number of respondents who chose each answer. The most
frequent answers were “boys” 21%, “someone who is popular/has many friends” 20%,
and “girls” 17%. Table 4.10 shows who witnesses perceived to be the bully.
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Table 4.10
Witnesses’ Responses to the Question: “Who bullied this student?”
Who bullied you most? (fR= 1196)

n

%

Boys

257

21

Someone who is popular/has many friends

240

20

Girls

198

17

Someone who is strong/powerful

139

12

Someone who is weak/not powerful

71

6

Someone who is not popular/does not have many friends

69

6

Someone who is not smart

66

6

Someone who I don’t know

57

5

Someone who is smart

47

4

Other

35

3

Someone who is an adult

17

1

Note. fR = frequency of responses.
Witnesses of bullying were asked “How did seeing the bullying affect you?” The
most frequently occurring problem for the students that “often happened” and “always
happened” was “made me feel bad or sad” 26%, “made it difficult to learn at school”
14%, and “made me feel sick” 13%. Table 4.11 displays how often three responses were
perceived by a witness to affect themself. The results for all responses can be found in
Appendix K, Table K.1.
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Table 4.11
Witnesses’ Responses to the Question: “How did seeing the bullying affect you?”
A Problem
Never

Rarely

Sometimes

Often

Always

n

%

n

%

n

%

n

%

n

%

84

34

45

18

54

22

28

11

138

60

49

20

28

11

10

4

22

9

174

41

26

11

15

6

10

4

12

5

Made me feel bad or sad
(nR= 246)

35 14

Made me feel sick
(nR = 247)
Made it difficult to learn at
school (nR = 237)

Note. nR = number of respondents.
Students who witnessed bullying were asked “Why do you think this student was
bullied?” This is a multiple-response question; in Table 4.12, fR represents the total
frequency of responses to the question and n the number of respondents who chose each
answer. The most frequent answers were “(s)he is fat” 8%, “His/her friends are weird”
8%, “(s)he is a wimp” 7%, “the clothes (s)he wears” 7%, and “they think his/her face
looks funny” 6%. Table 4.12 shows the witness responses.
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Table 4.12
Witnesses’ Responses to the Question: “Why do you think this student was bullied?
Why do you think you were bullied? (fR = 1,576)
(S)he is fat
His/her friends are weird
(S)he is a wimp
The clothes (s)he wears
(S)he is different
They think his/her face looks funny
(S)he can’t get along with other people
(S)he gets angry a lot
(S)he cries a lot
The way (s)he talks
(S)he is gay
Other
(S)he gets bad grades
(S)he is too short
(S)he is disabled
(S)he is in special education
His/her family is poor
(S)he gets good grades
Where (s)he lives
The color of his/her skin
The country (s)he is from
(S)he is skinny
His/her parents
His/her brother
Someone in his/her family has a disability
Someone in his/her family has a disability
(S)he looks too old
(S)he looks too young
(S)he is too tall
(S)he is too tall
His/her family has a lot of money
(S)he is sick a lot
Note. fR = frequency of responses.

n
132
123
110
105
92
99
84
70
68
62
55
51
49
41
33
33
32
32
30
30
27
27
25
24
21
21
21
21
17
17
13
12

%
8
8
7
7
6
6
5
4
4
4
3
3
3
3
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1

The witnesses of bullying were asked “Did your teachers and school staff know
about the bullying that you saw?” The students responded 29% “yes,” 16% “no,” and
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55% “I don’t know.” Students were also asked “How do you think your teachers and
school staff took care of the bullying?” The results of this question are represented in the
chart in Figure 4.2. Nearly half of the students responded “I don’t know,” approximately
a quarter responded “bad,” approximately one-fifth responded “okay,” and only 5%
responded “very well.”

Figure 4.2. Witnesses’ Responses to the Question: “How do you think your
teachers/school staff took care of the bullying?”
Bullies. Part C of The Bully Survey began with the screener questions “Did you
bully anyone this school year?” A total of 353 students answered this question and 16%
(57) answered “yes” and 84% (296) answered “no.” Of those students who answered
“yes,” 17% (9) said that they bullied “one or more times a day,” 36% (19) answered “one
or more times a week,” and 47% (25) responded “one or more times a month.”
Students who responded “yes” to bullying this school year were also asked,
“Where did you bully him or her?” Table 4.13 summarizes the bullies’ responses to this
question. This is a multiple-response question; in Table 4.13, fR represents the total
frequency of responses to the question and n the number of respondents who chose each
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answer. The most frequent places identified by students were the “hallway” 18% (27)
and “class” 16% (23).
Table 4.13
Bullies’ Responses to the Question: “Where did you bully him or her?”
Responses fR= 147
Location

n

%

Hallway

27

18

Class

23

16

Other School Locations

23

16

Before School & After School

21

14

Cafeteria

20

12

Cyber-bullying

15

10

Bus

9

6

Extracurricular

9

6

Note. fR = frequency of responses.
Students who responded “yes” to bullying this school year were asked “How did
you bully this person?” Table 4.14 summarizes the bullies’ response to this question.
The most frequently occurring types of bullying that “often happened” and “always
happened” were “wouldn’t let him/her be part of my group,” “said mean things behind
his/her back,” “made fun of him/her,” and “called him/her names.”
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Table 4.14
Bullies’ Responses to the Question: “How did you bully this person?”
Happened
Never
Response

Rarely

Sometimes

Often

Always

n

%

n

%

n

%

n

%

n

%

19

37

8

15

5

10

7

14

13 25

16

30

6

11

11

21

6

11

14 26

Made fun of him/her (nR= 54)

8

15

11

20

16

30

8

15

11 20

Called him/her names (nR= 54)

14

26

10

19

12

22

7

13

11 20

Wouldn’t let him/her be a part
of my group (nR= 52)
Said mean things behind his/her
back (nR = 53)

Note. nR = number of respondents.
Students who bullied others were asked “Who did you bully?” This is a multipleresponse question; therefore the n represents the responses, not the respondents. The
most frequent answers were “girls” 21%, “boys” 18%, and “someone who is not
popular/does not have many friends” 18%.
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Table 4.15
Bullies’ Responses to the Question: “Who did you bully?”
Who did you bully? (fR = 193)

n

%

Girls

40

21

Boys

35

18

Someone who is not popular/does not have many friends

34

18

Someone who is weak/not powerful

23

12

Other

17

9

Someone who is not smart

12

6

Someone who is popular/has many friends

9

5

Someone who is smart

7

4

Someone who is strong/powerful

7

4

Someone who I don’t know

5

3

Someone who is an adult

4

2

Note. fR = frequency of responses.
Bullies were asked “How much was the bullying you did a problem for you?”
The most frequently occurring problem for the students that “often happened” and
“always happened” was “made me feel bad or sad” 15%, “made me feel sick” 4%, “I
couldn’t make friends” 4%, and “made it difficult for me to learn” 4%. The complete
responses can be found in Appendix L, Table L.1. Details of the responses to this
question are shown in Table 4.16.
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Table 4.16
Bullies’ Responses to the Question: “How much was the bullying you did a problem for you?”
A Problem
Never
n

Rarely

Sometimes

Often

Always

% n

%

n

%

n

%

n

%

Made me feel bad or sad
(nR= 53)

27

51

8

15

10

19

6

11

2

4

Made me feel sick (nR= 53)

41

77

5

10

5

10

1

2

1

2

I couldn’t make friends (nR= 51)

45

88

3

6

1

2

1

2

1

2

42

81

7

14

1

2

1

2

1

2

Made it difficult to learn at
school (nR= 52)
Note. nR = number of respondents.

Students who bullied others were asked “Why did you bully this person?” This is
a multiple-response question; therefore the n represents the number of responses, not the
respondents. As can be seen in Table 4.17, the most frequent answers were “other” 10%,
“(s)he is fat” 7%, ‘‘his/her face looks funny” 6%, “(s)he can’t get along with others” 6%,
and “(s)he is a wimp” 6%.
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Table 4.17
Bullies’ Responses to the Question: “Why did you bully this person?”
Why did you bully this person? (fR= 250)
Other
(S)he is fat
His/her face looks funny
(S)he can’t get along with other people
(S)he is a wimp
The clothes (s)he wears
His/her friends are weird
(S)he gets bad grades
(S)he is different
(S)he gets angry a lot
The way (s)he talks
(S)he is gay
(S)he cries a lot
(S)he is skinny
(S)he is too short
His/her parents
His/her sister
His/her family is poor
(S)he looks too old
(S)he looks too young
Where (s)he lives
(S)he is sick a lot
His/her family has a lot of money
His/her brother
(S)he is too tall
(S)he is in special education
The color of his/her skin
The country (s)he is from
(S)he gets good grades
Someone in his/her family has a disability
(S)he is disabled
The church (s)he goes to
Note. fR = frequency of responses.

n
24
17
15
15
15
14
13
12
12
10
9
9
7
7
5
5
5
5
5
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
3
3
3
3
3
3

%
10
7
6
6
6
6
5
5
5
4
4
4
3
3
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
1
1
1
1
1
1

The bullies were asked “Did the teachers and school staff know about the bullying
that you did?” The students responded 22% “yes,” 42% “no,” and 36% “I don’t know.”
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Students were also asked “How do you think your teachers and school staff took care of
the bullying?” The results of this question are represented in the chart in Figure 4.3.
More than half (61%) of the students responded “I don’t know,” nearly a quarter
responded “bad,” 9% responded “okay,” and only 6% responded “very well.”

Figure 4.3. Bullies’ Responses to the Question: “How do you think your teachers and
school staff took care of the bullying?”
Certificated staff member participants. On Tuesday, February 22, 2011 the
researcher e-mailed the certificated staff member’s details about the study and
information about the MBTI. This e-mail included a link to the Information Survey and
website for completion of the MBTI as well as their login information. On that same day,
the researcher attended a faculty meeting from 2:30–3:00 p.m. During this meeting the
researcher reviewed the information sent in the e-mail and requested that the certificated
staff members participate by completing the Information Survey and MBTI online. Once
all questions were answered, certificated staff members were asked to complete the
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Information Survey and the MBTI. Fifty-five certificated staff members were asked to
participate in the study. Forty-four certificated staff members participated in either the
MBTI or the Information Survey (80%). Forty-two certificated staff members
participated in both the Information Survey and the MBTI (76.36%). The majority of the
staff certificated staff members were female (73%), Caucasian (84%), in the age range
31–40 (45%), have been teaching at the middle school for 1–5 years (38%), have a
master’s degree (90%), and have not received bullying training (68%). The demographic
information for the certificated staff members is captured in Table 4.18.
Table 4.18
Certificated Staff Members’ Demographic Information

Demographic Information
Gender (nR = 44)
Male
Female
Race (nR = 44)
Caucasian
Latino/Hispanic
African American
Eastern European
Other
Age (nR= 44)
21–30
31–40
41–50
51–60
61–65
Years of Teaching
1–5
Experience at Middle
6–10
School (nR= 40)
11–15
16–20
Highest Level of
Bachelor’s Degree
Education (nR= 40)
Master’s Degree
Received Bullying
Yes
Training (nR= 41)
No
Note. nR = number of respondents.

Certificated Staff Member Participants
n
%
12
27
32
73
37
84
3
7
1
2
1
2
2
5
7
16
20
45
8
18
7
16
2
5
15
38
10
25
11
28
4
10
4
10
36
90
13
32
28
68
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The MBTI preference types of the certificated staff members are presented in
Table 4.19. On the MBTI, 14 of the 16 possible preference types were present; the two
types not represented in the sample were ISFP and ENTJ. A χ2 analysis could not be
calculated because the n was too small and a violation of the assumptions of χ2 occurred
(100% of the cells had an expected count less than 5).
Table 4.19
Certificated Staff Members’ MBTI

MBTI
Introversion-Sensing-Feeling-Judging
Introversion-Sensing-Feeling-Perceiving
Introversion-Sensing-Thinking-Judging
Introversion-Sensing-Thinking-Perceiving
Introversion-Intuition-Feeling-Judging
Introversion-Intuition-Feeling-Perceiving
Introversion-Intuition-Thinking-Judging
Introversion-Intuition- Thinking-Perceiving
Extraversion-Sensing-Feeling-Judging
Extraversion-Sensing-Feeling-Perceiving
Extraversion-Sensing-Thinking-Judging
Extraversion-Sensing-Thinking-Perceiving
Extraversion-Intuition-Feeling-Judging
Extraversion-Intuition-Feeling-Perceiving
Extraversion-Intuition-Thinking-Judging
Extraversion-Intuition-Thinking-Perceiving
Note. N = 42.

ISFJ
ISFP
ISTJ
ISTP
INFJ
INFP
INTJ
INTP
ESFJ
ESFP
ESTJ
ESTP
ENFJ
ENFP
ENTJ
ENTP

Certificated Staff Members
n
%
5
12
0
0
4
10
1
2
5
12
2
5
1
2
2
5
4
10
2
5
3
7
1
2
4
10
6
14
0
0
2
5

Question 1. Is there a relationship between the first choice of a staff member to
whom a student would report bullying incidents and that staff member’s personality
characteristics, as assessed by the Myers-Briggs Type Indicator? Within the question
were several subset questions
Students’ first choice of staff member by MBTI. A χ2 analysis demonstrated
that there was statistical significance between a student’s first choice of a staff member to
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whom they would report bullying incidents and that staff member’s personality
characteristics, as assessed by the Myers-Briggs Type Indicator (χ2 = 355.13, df = 12, p<
.001). Students were most likely to report bullying to staff members with personality
type INTP (Introversion-Intuition-Thinking-Perceiving; 27%). “INTPs are free-spirited
idea mills and absentminded professors, which makes them fun to be around, easily
diverted, and a plethora of unending creativity” (Kroeger & Thuesen, 1992, p. 341). A
strength of INTPs is “their capacity to say exactly what’s on their minds and to help
others do so, . . . a talent not readily matched by other types” (Kroeger & Thuesen, 1992,
p. 345). INTPs are “flexible and tolerant of a wide range of behaviors” (Myers, 1998, p.
23). The second most frequently selected personality type was ENFP (ExtraversionIntuition-Feeling-Perceiving; 13%). ENFPs have strong people skills and respond well to
the needs of others (Kroeger & Thuesen, 1992). ENFPs are “likely to make decisions
based on personal values and empathy with others” (Myers & Myers, 2004). The
students’ choice of certificated staff member to report to by MBTI is captured in Table
4.20.
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Table 4.20
Students’ Choice of Staff Member to Report Bullying to by MBTI
Students’ Choice (nR= 321)
MBTI

n

%

Extraversion-Intuition-Feeling-Judging

ENFJ

21

7

Extraversion-Intuition-Feeling-Perceiving

ENFP

41

13

Extraversion-Intuition-Thinking-Perceiving

ENTP

16

5

Extraversion-Sensing-Feeling-Judging

ESFJ

40

13

Extraversion-Sensing-Feeling-Perceiving

ESFP

1

Extraversion-Sensing-Thinking-Judging

ESTJ

33

10

Extraversion-Sensing-Thinking-Perceiving

ESTP

2

1

Introversion-Intuition-Feeling-Judging

INFJ

36

11

Introversion-Intuition-Feeling-Perceiving

INFP

9

3

Introversion-Intuition-Thinking-Judging

INTJ

3

1

Introversion-Intuition-Thinking-Perceiving

INTP

86

27

Introversion-Sensing-Feeling-Judging

ISFJ

13

4

Introversion-Sensing-Thinking-Judging

ISTJ

20

6

Introversion-Sensing-Thinking-Perceiving

ISTP

0

0

0.3

Note. nR = number of respondents.
Students’ first choice of staff member by gender. A χ2 analysis demonstrated
that there is a statistically significant relationship between a students’ choice of a
certificated staff member and that staff member’s gender
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(χ2 = 72.07, df = 1, p< .001). Students preferred to report instances of bullying to men
proportionally, as shown in Table 4.21.
Table 4.21
Students’ Choice of Certificated Staff Member by Gender
Certificated Staff Member Gender

Students Choice (nR = 332)
n

%

Male (n = 12)

160

48

Female (n = 32)

172

52

Note. nR = number of respondents.
Students’ first choice of staff member by MBTI and gender. A χ2 analysis
showed statistically significant relationship between a student’s choice of a certificated
staff member and that staff member’s MBTI and gender (χ2 = 203.16, df = 12, p < .001).
Students preferred to report instances of bullying to female certificated staff members
with personality types ENFP, ENTP, ESTJ, and ISTJ, and male certificated staff
members with the personality type INFJ. Table 4.22 shows the students’ choice of staff
member by the gender and MBTI of the Certificated Staff Member. Students’ choice of
staff member by gender and MBTI are shown in Table 4.22.
ENFPs have strong people skills and respond well to the needs of others (Kroeger
& Thuesen, 1992). ENFPs are likely to make “decisions by applying personal values
through identification and empathy with others” (Myers, 1998, p. 21). ENTPs are
“creative, imaginative, and clever …enterprising, resourceful, active, and energetic
(Myers, 1998, p. 21). ESTJs are “logical, analytical, and objectively critical” (Myers,
1998, p. 24). ESTJs communicate their thoughts and ideas clearly (Myers, 1998). ISTJs
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are systematic, and therefore are committed to their opinions because of the logical way
that they arrived at them (Myers, 1998). “INFJs apply personal values and empathize to
understand others and make decisions” (Myers, 1998, p. 19).
Table 4.22
Students Choice of Certificated Staff Member by Gender and MBTI
Students Choice
nR =321

Certificated Staff
Member
Gender Chosen

MBTI

Male
%
0

Female
f
%
4
100

Extraversion-Intuition-Feeling-Judging

ENFJ (n = 21)

f
0

Extraversion-Intuition-Feeling-Perceiving

ENFP (n = 41)

2

32

4

68

Extraversion-Intuition-Thinking-Perceiving

ENTP (n = 16)

1

13

1
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Extraversion-Sensing-Feeling-Judging

ESFJ (n = 40)

0

0

4

100

Extraversion-Sensing-Feeling-Perceiving

ESFP (n = 1)

0

0

2

100

Extraversion-Sensing-Thinking-Judging

ESTJ (n = 33)

2

58

1

42

Extraversion-Sensing-Thinking-Perceiving

ESTP (n = 2)

1

100

0

0

Introversion-Intuition-Feeling-Judging

INFJ (n = 36)

1

78

4

22

Introversion-Intuition-Feeling-Perceiving

INFP (n = 9)

0

0

2

100

Introversion-Intuition-Thinking-Judging

INTJ (n = 3)

1

100

0

0

Introversion-Intuition-Thinking-Perceiving

INTP (n = 86)

2

100

0

0

Introversion-Sensing-Feeling-Judging

ISFJ (n = 13)

0

0

5

100

Introversion-Sensing-Thinking-Judging

ISTJ (n = 20)

2

35

2

65

Introversion-Sensing-Thinking-Perceiving
Note. nR = number of respondents.

ISTP (n = 0)

0

0

1

0
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Students’ first choice of staff member by race. A χ2 analysis between a student’s
choice of certificated staff member and that staff member’s race is approaching
significance (χ2 = 9.155, df = 4, p = .057). Therefore, race may have an impact on
students’ choice of a staff member to report bullying to. Students were more likely to
report instances of bullying to Caucasian certificated staff members both numerically and
proportionally. Table 4.23 exhibits students’ choices by race.
Table 4.23
Students’ Choice of Certificated Staff Member by Race
Students Choice (nR = 332)
Certificated Staff Member Race (N = 44)

n

%

284

86

20

6

African American (n = 1)

9

3

Eastern European (n = 1)

13

4

6

2

Caucasian (n = 37)
Latino/Hispanic (n = 3)

Other (n = 2)
Note. nR = number of respondents.

Students’ first choice of staff member by student grade and staff member
MBTI. Aχ2 analysis found a statistically significant relationship between a student’s first
choice of staff member by student grade level and staff member MBTI (χ2 = 89.47, df=
24, p<.001), however, 41% of the cells had an expected count of less than 5, which
surpasses the guideline for χ2 analysis outlined in chapter 3. Therefore, an additional χ2
analysis was conducted, with the elimination of MBTIs ESFP, ESTP, INFP, and INTJ
because they were selected to report incidents of bullying less than 10 times. The results
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of this χ2 analysis, shown in Table 4.24, were statistically significant (χ2 = 71.69, df= 14,
p < .001) and within the guidelines for χ2 analysis outlined in Chapter 3.
Table 4.24
Students’ Choice of Certificated Staff Member by MBTI and Student Grade Level
Student Grade Level (nR = 260)
MBTI

6

7
%
n

8
%n

n

%

Extraversion-Intuition-Feeling-Judging

ENFJ

8

38

n
7

33

6

29

Extraversion- Intuition- Feeling-Perceiving

ENFP

24

59

13

32

4

10

Extraversion- Intuition-Thinking- Perceiving

ENTP

10

67

4

27

1

7

Extraversion- Sensing- Thinking- Judging

ESTJ

0

0

11

33

22

67

Introversion- Intuition- Feeling- Judging

INFJ

2

6

21

60

12

34

Introversion- Intuition- Thinking- Perceiving

INTP

27

32

31

37

26

31

Introversion- Sensing- Feeling- Judging

ISFJ

6

50

5

42

1

8

Introversion- Sensing- Thinking- Judging

ISTJ

3

16

5

26

11

58

Note. nR = number of respondents.
Question 2. Is there a relationship between the certificated staff member
identified least frequently to whom a student would report bullying incidents and that
staff member’s personality characteristics, as assessed by the Myers-Briggs Type
Indicator?
One MBTI personality type, ISTP, was not chosen by students to report incidents
of bullying. “The ISTP is frequently misunderstood and often underestimated” (Kroeger
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& Thuesen, 1992, p. 325). ISTPs work better and prefer to work independently, they are
flexible and adapt easily to unscheduled or unplanned events (Kroeger & Thuesen, 1992).
Table 4.25
Certificated Staff Member by MBTI Identified Least Frequently by Students
Students Choice (nR = 332)
MBTI
Introversion-Sensing-Thinking-Perceiving

ISTP

n

%

0

0

Note. nR = number of respondents.
Question 3. Is there a relationship between a student’s first choice of a staff
member to whom a student would report bullying incidents and that staff member’s
formal training in addressing bullying?
A χ2 analysis found statistical significance between a student’s first choice of a
staff member to whom they would report bullying incidents and that staff member’s
formal training in addressing bullying (χ2 = 11.375, df = 1, p =.001). More certificated
staff members without training were chosen by students (frequency), however,
proportionally students were more likely to choose certificated staff members with
training to report bullying incidents. Students’ choice of staff members in relation to
bullying training is displayed in Table 4.26
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Table 4.26
Students’ Choice of Certificated Staff Members by Bullying Training
Bullying

Certificated Staff Members

Students Choice to Report

Training

(nR = 41)

(nR = 318)

n

%

n

%

Yes

13

32

129

41

No

28

68

189

59

Note. nR = number of respondents.
Question 4. Is there a relationship between a student’s choice of administrator
and/or pupil personnel staff and that administrator and/or pupil personnel staff
member’s personality characteristics, as assessed by the Myers-Briggs Type Indicator?
Students’ first choice of administrator/pupil personnel staff by MBTI. A χ2
analysis found that there is a statistically significant relationship between a student’s
choice of administrator and/or pupil personnel staff members and their personality
characteristics, as assessed by the MBTI (χ2 = 122.90, df = 4, p <.001). Students were
more likely to report instances of bullying to MBTI personality type INTP (IntroversionIntuition-Thinking-Perceiving; 54%) and least likely to report to INFJ (IntroversionIntuition-Feeling-Judging). A strength of INTPs is “Their capacity to say exactly what’s
on their minds and to help others do so, . . . a talent not readily matched by other types”
(Kroeger & Thuesen, 1992, p. 345). INTPs are “flexible and tolerant of a wide range of
behaviors” (Myers & Myers, 2004). INFJs can be described as “gentle, caring,
concerned, imaginative, and interpersonal.” (Kroeger & Thuesen, 1992, p. 315). They
are “sensitive, compassionate, and deeply committed to their personal values” and use
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their values to guide decision making (Myers & Myers, 2004). Table 4.27 shows
students’ choice of staff by MBTI.
Table 4.27
Students’ Choice of Administrator/Pupil Personal Staff by MBTI
Students’ Choice (nR= 136)
Administrator/PPS MBTI Type

n

%

Extraversion-Intuition-Feeling-Judging

ENFJ

12

9

Extraversion-Sensing- Feeling- Judging

ESFJ

38

28

Introversion- Intuition- Feeling- Judging

INFJ

2

1

Introversion- Intuition-Thinking-Perceiving

INTP

73

54

Introversion- Sensing- Thinking- Judging

ISTJ

11

8

Note. PPS = pupil personnel staff; nR = number of respondents.
Students’ first choice of administrator/pupil personnel staff by gender. A χ2
analysis found that there is a statistically significant relationship between a student’s
choice of administrator/pupil personnel staff and their gender (χ2 = 130.82, df = 1, p<
.001; see Table 4.28). Male administrators/pupil personnel staff were more likely to be
chosen by students than female administrators/ pupil personnel staff. Table 4.28 displays
the students’ choice of staff by gender.
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Table 4.28
Students’ Choice of Administrator/Pupil Personnel Staff and Their Gender
Students Choice (nR = 136)
Administrator/PPS (N = 6)

n

%

Male (n = 1)

73

54

Female (n = 5)

63

46

Note. PPS = pupil personnel staff; nR = number of respondents.
Students’ first choice of administrator/ pupil personnel staff by gender and
MBTI. A χ2 analysis showed statistical significance between a student’s choice of an
administrator/pupil personnel staff and that staff member’s MBTI and gender (χ2 = 136.0,
df = 4, p < .001). Table 4.29 compares the student choice of administrator/pupil
personnel staff by the gender and MBTI of the staff member.
Table 4.29
Students’ Choice of Administrator/PPS and That Staff Member’s MBTI and Gender
Students Choice nR = 136

Staff Gender Chosen
Male

MBTI

f

%

Female
f

%

Extraversion-Intuition-Feeling-Judging

ENFJ (nR = 12)

1

100

Extraversion-Sensing-Feeling-Judging

ESFJ (nR = 38)

2

100

Introversion- Intuition-Feeling-Judging

INFJ (nR = 2)

1

100

Introversion- Intuition-Thinking-Perceiving

INTP (nR = 73)

Introversion-Sensing-Thinking-Judging

ISTJ (nR = 11)

1

100

1

100

Note. PPS = pupil personnel staff.
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Students’ first choice of administrator/pupil personnel staff by race. A χ2
analysis between students choice of administrator/pupil personnel staff by race could not
be performed because all of the administrators/pupil personnel staff were Caucasian.
Summary of Results
Students have distinct preferences when it comes to whom they are more likely to
report bullying. Students prefer to report instances of bullying to certificated staff
members with the MBTI personality types INTP and ENFP. Additionally, students
prefer to report bullying to male certificated staff members. The race of certificated staff
members may play a role in to whom students report bullying. Students are more likely to
report bullying to Caucasian certificated staff members. Students are least likely to report
bullying to MBTI personality type ISTP. Students’ preferences for MBTI types to whom
to report bullying carry over into administrators and PPS staff members. Administrators
and PPS staff members with personality type INTP were more likely to be chosen than
other personality types. Students also preferred to report bullying to male administrators
and PPS staff members. Students also favored to report bullying to certificated staff
members with bullying training over those certificated staff members without training.
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Chapter 5: Discussion
Introduction
Bullying is a problem that occurs around the world, across different cultures,
ethnic groups, and socioeconomic status (Bauman & Hurley, 2005). It has been
documented and researched in Norway, Finland, Sweden, Japan, Australia, United States,
the countries of the United Kingdom, Germany, Netherlands, Belgium, Italy, Spain,
Portugal, France and Switzerland (Crothers et al., 2006). In the United States, The
National Center for Education Statistics (2009) noted that 32% of students ages 12–18
reported being bullied at school in the previous 6 months (Dinkes et al., 2009). Also
reported in 2007 was that, of those students who reported being bullied, only 36%
notified a teacher or adult at school.
The purpose of this study is to explore the topic of bullying to determine if a
relationship exists between a student’s willingness to talk to a certificated staff member
about being bullied and the personality characteristics and training of that certificated
staff member. Four research questions are studied. They are:
1.

Is there a relationship between a student’s first choice of a staff member to

whom they would report bullying incidents and that staff member’s personality
characteristics, as assessed by the Myers-Briggs Type Indicator,
2.

Is there a relationship between the certificated staff member identified least

frequently by students as a staff member they would report bullying to and that staff
member’s personality characteristics, as assessed by the Myers-Briggs Type Indicator,
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3.

Is there a relationship between a student’s first choice of a staff member to

whom they would report bullying incidents and that staff member’s formal training in
addressing bullying, and
4.

Is there a relationship between a student’s choice of administrator and/or

pupil personnel staff and their personality characteristics, as assessed by the MyersBriggs Type Indicator?
Implications of Findings
Prevalence of bullying. In the middle school used for this research study, 33%
of students were victims of bullying, 73% of students had witnessed bullying, and 16% of
students were self-reported bullies. The rate of victimization is comparable to that
reported by the National Center for Education Statistics (NCES), which in 2007 reported
that 32% of students reported being bullied in the previous 6 months (Dinkes et al.,
2009). However, the frequency of bullying is greater than that reported by the NCES in
2007. Dinkes et al. reported that 10% of students indicated they were bullied “once or
twice a week”; in this study 36% of students indicated they were bullied “one or more
times a week”. Additionally, Dinkes et al. reported that 7% of students had been bullied
“almost daily”; and 35% of students in this study reported they had been bullied “one or
more times a day.” The difference between the NCES findings and the current study’s
findings suggests that the rates of bullying victimization may be increasingly more
prevalent. The difference may also be due to the increased media attention on bullying;
more students may know what bullying is.
The most frequent types of bullying reported in this study are “called me names”
(46%) and “made fun of me” (44%); Dinkes et al. reported “made fun of me” at 21%
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followed by “subject of rumors” at 18% (Dinkes et al., 2009). In the middle school in
this study, the most frequent types of bullying were verbal; however, previous studies
have found that teachers are less likely to intervene in verbal and social/emotional forms
of bullying (Hazler et al., 2001). This indicates that students in the middle school in this
study encounter verbal forms of bullying more frequently, and that there is a need for
certificated staff members to intervene.
Nearly three-quarters of students in the middle school in this study have witnessed
bullying. This finding is supported by findings in other studies. Bradshaw et al. (2007)
reported approximately 76% of middle school students had witnessed bullying in the
previous month. This finding reveals that most students in this middle school have
witnessed incidents of bullying. This finding also indicates that there is a need for
bystander training to empower student witnesses to report bullying to certificated staff
members. Self-efficacy has been related to bystander behavior in bullying situations.
Rigby and Johnson (2006) report that for a student to help a victim in a difficult situation
requires confidence and the belief that they can have a positive effect.
In this research study, victims of bullying, witnesses to bullying, and bullies all
identified the hallway as the most frequent location of bullying incidents. This finding is
supported by Varjas et al. (2006) and Bradshaw et al. (2007) who also reported that
bullying frequently takes place in hallways due to limited adult supervision. Therefore,
this middle school should increase supervision in the hallways, and provide training so
that certificated staff members can identify and respond to bullying incidents
appropriately.
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Victims of bullying, witnesses to bullying, and bullies in this research study all
identified that bullying made them “feel bad or sad.” For victims this was “always a
problem” (30%), for witnesses (14%), and for bullies (4%). Bullying has had a much
more devastating effect on the victims of bullying than on the bullies themselves.
Interestingly, in this research study, the victims of bullying, witnesses to bullying,
and bullies all thought students were bullied for different reasons. Victims believed they
were bullied because “I get good grades” and “they think I am a wimp,” while witnesses
to bullying believed that others were bullied because “(s)he is fat” and “his/her friends
are weird.” Bullies answered that they bullied others because of “other” reasons and
“(s)he is fat.” Students’ beliefs about what bullying is and how they bully others differ.
In this research study, victims of bullying reported that they were most frequently
bullied by “Someone who is popular/has many friends” followed by “boys.” Witnesses
to bullying reported that others were most frequently bullied by “boys” followed by
“Someone who is popular/has many friends.” This finding is supported by the findings of
Thunfors and Cornell (2008) who reported that 50% of the students identified as bullies
were also identified as popular.
Another comparison between victims, witnesses, and bullies is in their responses
to the question, “How do you think your teachers and school staff took care of the
bullying?” Of the respondents in this study, 20% of victims, 48% of witnesses, and 61%
of bullies responded “I don’t know.” It seems to be understandable for nearly half of
witnesses not to know how teachers and school staff took care of the bullying, However,
that 61% of bullies did not know how the bullying was handled is worrisome. The
prevalence and continuance of bullying in schools is directly related to students’,
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teachers’, and administrators’ responses and reactions, or lack thereof, to incidents of
bullying (Yoon, 2004). A lack of response from a teacher allows the bully continued
success in exerting control over the victim (Yoon, 2004). Bullying is reinforced when the
bully does not receive consequences or punishments (Yoon & Kerber, 2003). If bullying
behavior is ignored, it teaches students that it is tolerated or permitted (Yoon et al., 2004).
Bullies must receive appropriate and consistent consequences for each bullying episode,
which helps decrease the likelihood of the behaviors repeating over time (Yoon &
Kerber, 2003). Additionally, 42% of bullies reported that teachers and school staff did
not know about the bullying they did. This indicates that bullying is often concealed
from school staff.
Certificated staff members and Myers-Briggs Type Indicator. The
certificated staff members in this middle school have a wide range of MBTIs. All but
two types were represented; ISFP (Introversion-Sensing-Feeling-Perceiving) and ENTJ
(Extroversion-Intuition-Thinking-Judging). Other studies have shown that there is no
dominant type for secondary teachers (Sears et al., 1997). Sears et al. did note that a
significant number of teachers were categorized as NTJ (Intuition-Thinking-Judging),
however, this was not true of this staff (N = 42), where only 1 teacher was categorized as
NTJ. In 1978, Keirsey and Bates reported that teachers largely were ENFJ
(Extroversion-Intuition-Feeling-Judging; as cited in Sears, Kennedy, & Kaye, 1997). In
this study, 4 (10%) certificated staff members were ENFJ. Later in 1979, Lawrence
reported that teachers’ most common type was ESFJ (Extroversion-Sensing-FeelingJudging), this is supported by Marso and Pigge’s findings in 1990 and Hinton and
Stockburgers’ in 1991 (as cited in Sears et al., 1997). Four (10%) certificated staff
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members were ESFJs in this study. In 1991, McCutcheon, Schmidt, and Bolden reported
that elementary teachers were predominantly ESFJ (as cited in Sears et al., 1997). Sears
et al. found that pre-service elementary teachers were predominantly SFJ. In this study, 9
(21%) certificated staff members were SFJ. The results of the MBTI for the certificated
staff members in this study are supported by the research that there is no dominant type
for secondary teachers.
Students in this middle school chose to report bullying to a variety of MBTIs.
Students (27%) were most likely to report bullying to staff members with personality
type INTP (Introversion-Intuition-Thinking-Perceiving). “INTPs are free-spirited idea
mills and absentminded professors, which makes them fun to be around, easily diverted,
and a plethora of unending creativity” (Kroeger & Thuesen, 1992, p. 341). A strength of
INTPs is “Their capacity to say exactly what’s on their minds and to help others do so is
a talent not readily matched by other types” (Kroeger & Thuesen, 1992, p. 345). INTPs
are “flexible and tolerant of a wide range of behaviors” (Myers & Myers, 2004). The
second most frequently selected personality type is ENFP (Extraversion-IntuitionFeeling-Perceiving; 13%). ENFPs have strong people skills and respond well to the
needs of others (Kroeger & Thuesen, 1992). ENFPs are “likely to make decisions based
on personal values and empathy with others” (Myers & Myers, 2004). In a qualitative
study, Maunder and Tattersall (2010) reported that “the quality of information staff
received was, therefore, related to the quality of communication channels between them”
(p. 120). The third most frequently selected MBTI is ESFJ (Extraversion-SensingFeeling-Judging). ESFJs “like to organize people and situations and then work with
others to complete task accurately and on time” (Myers, 1998, p. 28). “ESFJs are
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sensitive to the needs of each individual in their environment and good at providing
practical caring” (Myers, 1998, p. 28). “The quality of staff relationships with pupils and
parents affected reporting of incidents” (Maunder &Tattersall, 2010, p. 124).
Interestingly, the most prevalent personality type among educators is only the third most
frequently selected MBTI. This finding suggests that middle schools should have staff
members with varying MBTIs in order to meet the diverse needs of the students.
One MBTI personality type, ISTP (Introversion-Sensing-Thinking-Perceiving),
was not chosen by students in their reporting of bullying. “The ISTP is frequently
misunderstood and often underestimated” (Kroeger & Thuesen, 1992, p. 325). ISTPs
work better and prefer to work independently, they are flexible and adapt easily to
unscheduled or unplanned events (Kroeger & Thuesen, 1992). All four sensing types,
ISTP (Introversion-Sensing-Thinking-Perceiving), ISFP (Introversion-Sensing-FeelingPerceiving), ESTP (Extraversion-Sensing-Thinking-Perceiving), and ESFP
(Extraversion-Sensing-Feeling-Perceiving), are underrepresented in the teaching
profession (Lawrence, 2000). This is true for this study, where only 4 (10%) certificated
staff members MBTI represented a sensing type (ISTP, ISFP, ESTP, and ESFP)
Certificated staff members and training. In this study, only 13 (32%) staff
members had previously attended training on bullying. Those staff members were more
likely to be chosen by students to receive reports of bullying than staff members without
training (χ2 = 11.375, df = 1, p = .001). This clearly indicates the need for school-wide
bullying training, which is framed by the ecological systems model. “Within this
framework, bullying is viewed as a complex interaction between an individual and his or
her peers, school, family, community, and culture rather than a behavior or an innate
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characteristic of a person” (Coyle, 2008, p. 108). Studies have documented that the
actions of peers, teachers, the physical characteristics of the school, family, culture, and
community dynamics are factors in the development and continuation of bullying
(Espelage & Swearer, 2003). “Adopting this perspective assumes that the relationships
of the students to one another and the teacher within the classrooms are reciprocal and
interconnected” (Allen, 2010, p. 2).
Other studies have revealed that staff training can have an impact on students
reporting instances of bullying. Farrington and Ttofi (2009), in a meta-analysis of
bullying programs, found that “both the duration (number of days) and intensity (number
of hours) of teacher training were significantly related to the reduction of bullying and
victimization” (p. 128). This finding is supported by Long and Alexander (2003) who
reported that “students respond better to teachers were trained in and are able to provide
positive feedback” (p. 3). Additionally, training influences teachers’ self-efficacy,
specifically that they can effectively intervene in bullying situations (Rigby & Johnson,
2006). Teachers who have received training feel greater confidence in their abilities to
manage bullying (Boulton, 1997).
Limitations
There are limitations in the study. The first limitation is that this study was
conducted in only one middle school. While many research studies involving schools
focus on only one grade range or district, the ability to generalize the results is limited.
Therefore, this study should be replicated at other middle schools in order to strengthen
the findings of this study. A second limitation of this study was that although the
participation of certificated staff members was high in both the Information Survey and
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The Myers-Briggs Type Indicator (76.36%), 13 certificated staff members did not
participate in the study. Of those 13 certificated staff members, 6 were identified by
students as someone to whom they would report bullying incidents. Knowing the MBTI
of the entire staff would have provided a more complete picture of the staff as well as the
preferences of the students. A third limitation is the data is based on students’ self-report
and there is no way to confirm the data, as the surveys were anonymous (Unnever &
Cornell, 2004). However, “self-report assessments are the most commonly used methods
to measure bullying victimization” (Furlong, Sharkey, Felix, Tanigawa, & Greif Green,
2010, p. 331).
Recommendations
This researcher has not been able to locate any other studies that formally assess
staff member personality and/or training and ask students to identify a staff member to
whom they prefer to report bullying. This study should be replicated using a larger
sample to support the findings of this study. In addition, the findings of this study
suggest that middle schools should utilize the MBTI as part of both the hiring process and
staff professional development.
The relationship between students and the certificated staff members to whom
they prefer to report bullying should be examined in greater detail. There is little research
that documents to which staff member students prefer to report incidents of bullying.
Some studies have documented that students prefer to report bullying to teachers who are
firm but fair (Oliver & Candappa, 2007). While, Eliot, Cornell, Gregory, and Fan (2010)
reported that “students who perceived their teachers as caring, respectful, and interested
in them were more likely to assert that they would tell a teacher when they themselves or
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a classmate were being bullied” (p. 546). Other studies have investigated the reasons
behind students’ willingness to seek help (Newman & Murray, 2005; Newman, Murray,
& Lussier, 2001) and the school climate as it influences students’ willingness to seek help
(Williams & Cornell, 2006). Oliver and Candappa (2007) reported that
although anti-bullying policies may have their place in signaling to teachers and
pupils that bullying is not to be tolerated, an equally important protective factor
may be identified in the quality of the relationships between pupils and their
teachers. Like notions of a school “ethos,” such relationships may be difficult to
define or to measure, but the willingness of the pupil to tell, and the capacity of
the teacher to listen, appears to represent an important factor in making schools
safer places for pupils. (p. 80)
Another study comparing the MBTI of students with the MBTI of the certificated staff
members they prefer to report bullying may reveal other information about reporting
choices made by students.
Additionally, there was no correlation between the MBTI of the certificated staff
members that victims or witnesses prefer to report instances of bullying. Victims and
witnesses are the students whom certificated staff members must rely on to receive
reports of bullying. This is an area for further investigation.
This study found that a student’s first choice of certificated staff member and that
staff member’s race was approaching statistical significance (χ2 = 9.155, df = 4, p = .057).
This indicates that this middle school would benefit by having a more racially diverse
staff. This study could not measure for statistical significance between a student’s choice
of certificated staff member to report bullying and that staff member’s race and MBTI,
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due to a violation of the assumptions of χ2. Further examination of the relationship
between the race and MBTI of the certificated staff members and students’ preference for
whom to report bullying should be conducted with a more racially diverse staff.
This study found a statistically significant relationship between students reporting
bullying and certificated staff member gender. Students were proportionally more likely
to report incidents of bullying to male certificated staff members (χ2 = 72.07, df = 1,
p < .001). Additionally, students were more likely to report incidents of bullying to male
administrators/pupil personnel staff members (χ2 = 130.82, df = 1, p < .001). Therefore,
this middle school and others, should seek to increase male certificated staff members
and male administrators/pupil personnel staff members as a result of the proportion of
students who prefer to report bullying to males in this study.
There was a statistically significant relationship between students reporting
bullying and certificated staff member training in this study. Certificated staff members
with prior bullying training were more likely to be chosen to receive bullying reports than
staff members without training (χ2 = 11.375, df = 1, p = .001). This finding suggests that
this middle school and others should adopt either school-wide bullying training for all
staff members and/or an anti-bullying program with an ongoing staff member training
component due to both the prevalence of bullying and the correlation between reporting
bullying to trained staff members,.
Conclusion
This study took place in a large county located in New York State. At the time,
the county’s population was approximately 300,000 living in about 802 square miles.
There were 13 school districts in the county. The district involved in this study had two
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elementary schools serving students in Grades K–5, one middle school serving students
enrolled in Grades 6–8, and one high school serving students in Grades 9–12. The
district employed 343 people, including 11 administrators, 186 teachers, 4 nurses, and
114 support staff members. Approximately 96% of the district’s employees were
Caucasian. The district’s student enrollment was 1,800, comprised of 67% Caucasian,
10% Black, 8% Hispanic, 13% Asian, and 2% multiracial. Approximately 11% of the
student body was eligible for free or reduced lunch.
The district’s middle school is the site of the study. Students in Grades 6–8 and
55 certificated staff members were asked to participate in this correlational study. All
students and certificated staff members were given the opportunity to participate in the
study.
Students were asked to take The Bully Survey Secondary (BYS–S; Swearer,
2001; see Appendix D) online; the number of student participants was 425. The student
participants were 50% (169) male and 50% (171) female. The student participants’ race
was 54% Caucasian, 9% African American, 11% Latino/Hispanic, 11% Asian, 4%
Native American, 6% Biracial, and 5% other. Eighteen percent of students were ages 8–
11, 29% were 12, 40% were 13, and 12% were 14–15 years old. Twenty-nine percent of
students were enrolled in Grade 6, 38% in Grade 7, and 33% in Grade 8.
Certificated staff members employed at the suburban middle school were asked to
complete the online form of both an Information Survey (see Appendix F) and the MyersBriggs Type Indicator (MBTI) Form M. Forty-four (80%) certificated staff members
participated in this research study. Twenty-seven percent of the certificated staff
members were male and 73% were female. Eighty-four percent of the certificated staff
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members were Caucasian, 7% Latino/Hispanic, 2% African American, 2% Eastern
European, and 5% other.
The data were analyzed to determine if there is a relationship between the
personality types of the certificated staff members as assessed by the MBTI and the
certificated staff members to whom students are most likely to report bullying. The data
were also analyzed to see if there was a relationship between the certificated staff
members not identified or identified the least and their personality type as assessed by the
MBTI. A statistical analysis was conducted using SPSS software. Specifically, a χ2 test
was used to analyze the data.
The findings of this study indicate that students have distinct preferences when it
comes to whom they are more likely to report instances of bullying. Students prefer to
report instances of bullying to certificated staff members with the MBTI personality types
INTP (Introversion-Intuition-Thinking-Perceiving) and ENFP (Extraversion-IntuitionFeeling-Perceiving). Students are least likely to report bullying to MBTI personality type
ISTP (Introversion-Sensing-Thinking-Perceiving).
Additionally, this study found that students prefer to report bullying to men more
than to women. There were only 12 male certificated staff members who participated in
this study and they were chosen to receive reports of bullying 160 out of 332 times, while
32 female certificated staff members participated in the study and they were chosen to
receive reports of bullying 172 out of 332 times. Students preferred male certificated
staff members with the MBTI ESTJ (Extraversion-Sensing-Thinking-Judging) and INFJ
(Introversion-Intuition-Feeling-Judging). However, they preferred female certificated
staff members with the MBTI ENTP (Extraversion-Intuition-Thinking-Perceiving),
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ENFP (Extraversion-Intuition-Feeling-Perceiving), and ISTJ (Introversion-SensingThinking-Judging). Interestingly, student gender did not influence decisions as to which
certificated staff member would receive reports of bullying.
Students were also more likely to report instances of bullying to certificated staff
members who had received bullying training. Of the l3 certificated staff members (32%)
who indicated that they had received bullying training, 8 of them (62%) indicated that
they believed the training had prepared them to deal with bullying; and 5 (38%) indicated
that they neither agreed nor disagreed that the training had prepared them to deal with
bullying.
Bandura’s social learning theory claims that aggression in children is a behavior
learned from family members, the media, and the environment (Isom, 1998). Therefore,
the prevalence and continuance of bullying in schools is directly related to students’,
teachers’, and administrators’ responses and reactions, or lack thereof, to incidents of
bullying (Yoon, 2004). Most bullying incidents take place in the presence of others.
Bandura’s self-efficacy theory has been related to bystander behavior in bullying
situations. Rigby and Johnson (2006) report that for a student to help a victim in a
difficult situation requires confidence and the belief that they can have a positive effect.
The same is true for teachers, and Rigby and Johnson (2006) reported that teachers who
have received training to more effectively deal with bullying situations have reported
higher levels of self-efficacy and have acted to stop bullying.
Students were more likely to report bullying to an administrator/Pupil Personnel
Staff member with the MBTI INTP (Introversion-Intuition-Thinking-Perceiving).
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Students also favored reporting bullying to male administrator/ Pupil Personnel Staff
members.
Bullying and the accompanying challenges, including but not limited to bullying,
bystander behavior, victim behavior, reporting behavior, and adult response remain a
growing problem in our schools. The ecological systems model, “assumes that the
relationships of the students to one another and the teacher within the classrooms are
reciprocal and interconnected” (Allen, 2010, p. 2). Studies have documented that the
actions of peers, teachers, the physical characteristics of the school, family, culture, and
community dynamics are factors in the development and continuation of bullying
(Espelage & Swearer, 2003). The results of this study clearly indicate the importance of
utilizing the MBTI in both staff professional development and the hiring process,
bullying training for all staff, and an increase in male certificated staff member hiring in
order for schools to begin to reduce the incidents and the effects of bullying in the middle
school.
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Appendix A : Bully Survey Parent Non-Consent Letter
Dear Parents and Guardians,
I am Kristin Talleyrand, a doctoral candidate at St. John Fisher College in the Executive
Leadership Program and am conducting research to examine the relationship between students
reporting bullying and teacher personality traits. Participation involves completing an online
survey designed to measure involvement in and attitudes toward bullying.
The time frame for the administration of The Bully Survey will be March 4 – 11, 2011. Every
student in grades 6 through 8 will take the survey on one of the above dates during their
scheduled Encore classes. Participation in the survey is voluntary. The risks associated with
participating in this survey are minimal, but include the possibility that some students who
respond may experience mild distress associated with reflecting upon, and answering questions
about, previous bullying experiences. Students will not be asked their names or any other
identifying information on the survey. Once submitted the surveys will be analyzed, and a report
will be provided to the principal. I will be the only person to see the completed surveys.
If you would like an opportunity to review the survey, a copy will be made available in the main
office of the middle school. If you would like to discuss the survey further, please contact me at
Kristin.Talleyrand@gmail.com or at [researcher’s phone number].
If you DO NOT wish your child to participate in the survey, please complete the attachment
below and return it to the building principal by March 3, 2011.

I___________________________, parent/guardian of ___________________________,
Parent Name

Student Name

Grade _______________ Do Not want my child to participate in The Bully Survey
___________________________________________ ___________________
Parent Signature Required

Date
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Appendix B: Principal’s Voice Message to Parents/Guardians
Principal’s Voice Message to Parents/Guardians
Hello- this is [principal’s name], Principal of [school name]. This call is to inform you
that today a letter was sent home to all parents/guardians of [school name] students from
Kristin Talleyrand, a doctoral candidate at St. John Fisher College. The middle school
has partnered with Kristin and will be giving students an online bully survey during their
scheduled encore class at some point from March 4-11. The survey should take 20
minutes or less for students to complete. The survey is completely anonymous. Only if
you do NOT want your child to take the survey, complete and return the bottom portion
of letter by March 3rd to the main office. If we do not receive a form from you, your
child will be able to participate in the survey.
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Appendix C: Directions for Administration of The Bully Survey
THE BULLY SURVEY – Student Version (BYS-S; Swearer, 2001)
Read to class:
Today you will be completing a bully survey online. It should take approximately 20
minutes. Answer each question honestly and your answers are anonymous, meaning, no
one will ever know your answers.
You will be asked several questions in this survey about bullying that you might have
experienced, bullying that you might have seen, bullying that you might have done to
others, and your attitudes about bullying. Answer the questions about your experiences
with bullying THIS school year.
In this survey bullying is defined as:
Bullying happens when someone hurts or scares another person on purpose and the
person being bullied has a hard time defending himself or herself. Usually, bullying
happens over and over and includes:
Punching, shoving and other acts that hurt people physically
Spreading bad rumors about people
Keeping certain people out of a “group”
Teasing people in a mean way
Getting certain people to “gang up” on others”
I want you to read each question carefully and think about whether or not you have
experienced these types of behaviors during THIS school year. Remember, bullying has
three parts to it: (1) it’s a mean behavior; (2) it’s done on purpose; and (3) the person who
is being bullied has a hard time standing up to the bullying.
If you have any questions, please raise your hand and I will come over and help you.
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Appendix D: The Bully Survey–Secondary
The Bully Survey–Secondary
Instructions: In this survey you will be asked to respond to questions and statements
about bullying.
________________________________________________________________________
Bullying happens when someone hurts or scares another person on purpose and the
person being bullied has a hard time defending himself or herself. Usually, bullying
happens over and over.
Punching, shoving, and other acts that hurt people
Spreading bad rumors about people
Keeping certain people out of a "group"
Teasing people in a mean way
Getting certain people to "gang up" on others
There are four parts to this survey: (A) When you were bullied by others, (B) When you
saw other students getting bullied, (C) When you bullied others, and (D) Your thoughts
about bullying
Copyright 2001 by Susan M. Swearer, Ph.D. Revised 09/09
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The Bully Survey - Part A
In this part, you will be asked about times when you were bullied.
REMEMBER: Bullying happens when someone hurts or scares another person on
purpose and the person being bullied has a hard time defending himself or
herself. Usually, bullying happens over and over.
Punching, shoving, and other acts that hurt people
Spreading bad rumors about people
Keeping certain people out of a "group"
Teasing people in a mean way
Getting certain people to "gang up" on others

Have you been bullied this school year?
 Yes
 No
If No Is Selected, Then Skip To The Bully Survey - Part B &nbs...
If YES, how often have you been bullied?
 one or more times a day
 one or more times a week
 one or more times a month
Where have you been bullied? (Check all that apply)
 homeroom
 academic class
 bus
 gym
 hallway
 bathroom
 telephone
 cafeteria
 before school
 after school
 dances
 sporting events
 online
 text message
Type the ONE place you have been bullied the most from the choices above.
________________
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How did you get bullied? (Click the circle for how often these things happened)
Never
Happened

Rarely
Happened

Sometimes
Happened

Often
Happened

Always
Happened

Called me
names











Made fun of
me











Said they will
do bad things
to me











Played jokes
on me











Wouldn't let
me be a part of
their group











Broke my
things











Attacked me











Nobody would
talk to me











Wrote bad
things about
me











Said mean
things behind
my back











Pushed or
shoved me











Other ways you were bullied: _________________
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Who bullied you most? (Check all that apply)
 older boys
 older girls
 younger boys
 younger girls
 boys in my grade
 girls in my grade
 someone who is strong
 someone who is weak
 someone who I don't know
 someone who is powerful
 someone who is not powerful
 someone who has many friends
 someone who doesn't have many friends
 someone who is popular
 someone who is not popular
 someone who is smart
 someone who is not smart
 someone who is an adult
 Other: ____________________
How much of a problem was the bullying for you?
Never a
Rarely a
Sometimes a
problem
problem
problem
Made me
feel sick
I couldn't
make friends

Often a
problem

Always a
problem





















Made me
feel bad or
sad











Made it hard
to learn at
school











I didn't
come to
school











I had
problems
with my
family











Other ways this was a problem: __________________
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Why do you think you were bullied? (Check all that apply)
Because:
 they think my face looks funny
 they think I'm fat
 they think I'm skinny
 they think I look too old
 they think I look too young
 they think I am a wimp
 they think my friends are weird
 I'm sick a lot
 I'm disabled
 I get good grades
 I get bad grades
 where I live
 the clothes I wear
 the color of my skin
 the country I'm from
 I am different
 the church I go to
 my parents
 my brother
 my sister
 my family is poor
 my family has a lot of money
 someone in my family has a disability
 I am too tall
 I am too short
 I am in special education
 I get angry a lot
 I cry a lot
 I can't get along with other people
 they said I'm gay
 the way I talk
 Other: ____________________
Type the MAIN reason why you were bullied from the choices
above.___________________
Did your teachers and school staff know about the bullying that happened to you?
 Yes
 No
 I don't know
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How do you think the teachers and school staff took care of the bullying?
 Very well
 Okay
 Bad
 I don't know
Tell us what the teachers and school staff did to take care of the bullying.
________________________________________________________________________
Did your parents know about the bullying that happened to you?
 Yes
 No
 I don't know
Tell us what your parents did to take care of the bullying.__________________________
Were you able to defend yourself from the bullying?
 Yes, Explain: ____________________
 No, Explain: ____________________
Does anyone bully you at home? (Check everyone who has bullied you)
 no one
 father
 mother
 brother
 sister
 stepfather
 stepmother
 grandparent
 friend
 other relative
 neighbor
 Other: ____________________
Is the bullying at home different from the bullying at school? How?
_______________________________________________________________________
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The Bully Survey - Part B
In this part, you will be asked about other students who have been bullied.
REMEMBER: Bullying happens when someone hurts or scares another person on
purpose and the person being bullied has a hard time defending himself or
herself. Usually, bullying happens over and over.
Punching, shoving, and other acts that hurt people
Spreading bad rumors about people
Keeping certain people out of a "group"
Teasing people in a mean way
Getting certain people to "gang up" on others
Did you ever see a student other than yourself who was bullied this school year?
 Yes
 No
If No Is Selected, Then Skip To The Bully Survey - Part C &nbs...
If YES, how often did you see this student being bullied?
 one or more times a day
 one or more times a week
 one or more times a month
Where was the student bullied? (Check all that apply)
 homeroom
 academic class
 bus
 gym
 hallway
 bathroom
 telephone
 cafeteria
 before school
 after school
 dances
 sporting events
 online
 text message
Type the ONE place you saw the student bullied the most from the choices above.
__________
How did this student get bullied? (Click the circle for how often these things happened)
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Never
Happened

Rarely
Happened

Sometimes
Happened

Often
Happened

Always
Happened

Called
him/her
names











Made fun of
him/her











Said they
will do bad
things to
him/her











Played jokes
on him/her











Wouldn't let
him/her be a
part of their
group











Broke
his/her
things











Attacked
him/her































Said mean
things
behind
his/her back











Got pushed
or shoved











Nobody
would talk
to him/her
Wrote bad
things about
him/her

Other ways (s)he was bullied:_________________________
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Who bullied this student? (Check all that apply)
 older boys
 older girls
 younger boys
 younger girls
 boys in my grade
 girls in my grade
 someone who is strong
 someone who is weak
 someone who I don't know
 someone who is powerful
 someone who is not powerful
 someone who has many friends
 someone who doesn't have many friends
 someone who is popular
 someone who is not popular
 someone who is smart
 someone who is not smart
 someone who is an adult
 Other: ____________________
How did seeing the bullying affect you?
Never a
Rarely a
problem
problem
Made me
feel sick
I couldn't
make friends

Sometimes a
problem

Often a
problem

Always a
problem





















Made me
feel bad or
sad











Made it
difficult for
me to learn











I didn't
come to
school











I had
problems
with my
family











Other ways this was a problem:___________________________
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Why do you think this student was bullied? (Check all that apply)
 his/her face looks funny
 (s)he is fat
 (s)he is skinny
 (s)he looks too old
 (s)he looks too young
 (s)he is a wimp
 his/her friends are weird
 (s)he is sick a lot
 (s)he is disabled
 (s)he gets good grades
 (s)he gets bad grades
 where (s)he lives
 the clothes (s)he wears
 the color of his/her skin
 the country (s)he is from
 (s)he is different
 the church (s)he goes to
 his/her parents
 his/her brother
 his/her sister
 his/her family is poor
 his/her family has a lot of money
 someone in this/her family has a disability
 (s)he is too tall
 (s)he is too short
 (s)he is in special education
 (s)he gets angry a lot
 (s)he cries a lot
 (s)he can't get along with other people
 (s)he is gay
 the way (s)he talks
 Other: ____________________
Type the MAIN reason why this student was bullied from the choices
above._______________
Did the teachers and school staff know about the bullying that you saw?
 Yes
 No
 I don't know
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How do you think your teachers and school staff took care of the bullying?
 Very well
 Okay
 Bad
 I don't know
Tell us what the teachers and school staff did to take care of the bullying.
________________________________________________________________________
Tell us what you did about the bullying.
________________________________________________________________________
The Bully Survey - Part C
In this part, you will be asked about when you bullied another student.
REMEMBER: Bullying happens when someone hurts or scares another person on
purpose and the person being bullied has a hard time defending himself or
herself. Usually, bullying happens over and over.
Punching, shoving, and other acts that hurt people
Spreading bad rumors about people
Keeping certain people out of a "group"
Teasing people in a mean way
Getting certain people to "gang up" on others
Did you bully anyone this school year?
 Yes
 No
If No Is Selected, Then Skip to the Bully Survey - Part D
If YES, how often did you bully this person?
 one or more times a day
 one or more times a week
 one or more times a month
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Where did you bully him or her? (Check all that apply)
 homeroom
 academic class
 bus
 gym
 hallway
 bathroom
 telephone
 cafeteria
 before school
 after school
 dances
 sporting events
 online
 text messaging
Type the ONE place you bullied the person the most from the choices above.
_______________
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How did you bully this person? (Click the circle for how often these things happened)
Never
Rarely
Sometimes
Often
Always
Happened
Happened
Happened
Happened
Happened
Called
him/her
names











Made fun of
him/her
Said I will
do bad
things to
him/her





















Played jokes
on him/her











Wouldn't let
him/her be
a part of my
group











Broke
his/her
things











Attacked
him/her











Nobody
would talk
to him/her











Wrote bad
things about
him/her











Said mean
things
behind
his/her back











Pushed or
shoved
him/her











Other ways you bullied:_____________________
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Who did you bully? (Check all that apply)
 older boys
 older girls
 younger boys
 younger girls
 boys in my grade
 girls in my grade
 someone who is strong
 someone who is weak
 someone who I don't know
 someone who is powerful
 someone who is not powerful
 someone who has many friends
 someone who doesn't have many friends
 someone who is popular
 someone who is not popular
 someone who is smart
 someone who is not smart
 someone who is an adult
 Other: ____________________

How much was the bullying you did a problem for you?
Never a
Rarely a
Sometimes a
problem
problem
problem
Made me
feel sick
I couldn't
make friends

Often a
problem

Always a
problem





















Made me
feel bad or
sad











Made it
difficult for
me to learn











I didn't
come to
school











I had
problems
with my
family
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Other ways this was a problem:__________________________
Why did you bully this person? (Check all that apply)
 his/her face looks funny
 (s)he is fat
 (s)he is skinny
 (s)he looks too old
 (s)he looks too young
 (s)he is a wimp
 his/her friends are weird
 (s)he is sick a lot
 (s)he is disabled
 (s)he gets good grades
 (s)he gets bad grades
 where (s)he lives
 the clothes (s)he wears
 the color of his/her skin
 the country he/she from
 (s)he is different
 the church (s)he goes to
 his/her parents
 his/her brother
 his/her sister
 his/her family is poor
 his/her family has a lot of money
 someone in his/her family is disabled
 (s)he is too tall
 (s)he is too short
 (s)he is in special education
 (s)he gets angry a lot
 (s)he cries a lot
 (s)he can't get along with other people
 (s)he is gay
 the way (s)he talks
 other: ____________________

Because:

Type the main reason why you bullied this person from the choices
above._______________
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Did the teachers and school staff know about the bullying that you did?
 Yes
 No
 I don't know
How do you think your teachers and school staff took care of the bullying?
 Very well
 Okay
 Bad
 I don't know
Tell us what the teachers and staff did to take care of the bullying.___________________
The Bully Survey - Part D
In this part, you will be asked about your thought about bullying.
How much do you agree with each sentence?
Totally
Sort of
Both True
Sort of True
False
False
and False
Most people
who get
bullied ask
for it.

Totally True































I don't like
bullies.











I am afraid of
the bullies at
my school.











Bullying is
good for
wimpy kids.











Bullies hurt
other kids.











I would be
friends with
a bully.











I can
understand
why
someone











Bullying is a
problem for
kids.
Bullies are
popular.
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would bully
other kids.
I think
bullies
should be
punished.































I feel sorry
for kids who
are bullied.











Being bullied
is no big
deal.











Bullies don't
mean to hurt
anybody.
Bullies make
kids feel bad.

Is bullying a problem in your school?
 Yes
 No
Do you think that schools should worry about bullying?
 Yes
 No
Which adult would you most likely report bullying to?
(a list of staff members)
Please write any other ideas you have about bullying and being
bullied._________________
What language is spoken in your home?______________________
What country is your family from?____________________

Gender:
 Boy
 Girl
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Age:
 8
 9
 10
 11
 12
 13
 14
 15
Race:
 White
 Black/African American
 Latino/Hispanic
 Asian American
 Native American
 Middle Eastern
 Eastern European
 Asian
 Biracial - Please specify: ____________________
 Other
What is your current grade?
 6
 7
 8
How well do you do in your schoolwork? On your last report card, if you think of all
your subjects, what did you get? (check one)
 mostly As
 As and Bs
 mostly Bs
 Bs and Cs
 mostly Cs
 Cs and Ds
 mostly Ds
 Ds and lower
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Appendix E: E-mail to Certificated Staff Members Requesting their Participation
I am Kristin Talleyrand, a doctoral candidate at St. John Fisher College in the Executive
Leadership Program. I am conducting research to examine the relationship between
students reporting bullying and teacher personality. Participation involves completing
two online surveys. The first requests demographic information and should take
approximately 5 minutes to complete. The second, the Myers-Briggs Type Indicator, a
personality assessment, should take approximately 20 minutes to complete. Please
complete the surveys by Friday, March 11, 2011.
Participation in the surveys is voluntary. Both surveys can be completed online and are
confidential. No one in the [district name] School District will ever know your
responses.
If you would like to discuss the surveys further or have any questions, please contact me
at Kristin.Talleyrand@gmail.com or at [researcher contact number].
To access the demographic survey please click here:
http://sjfc.qualtrics.com/SE/?SID=SV_eqyjAJO8UrsqaRS
To access the Myers-Briggs Type Indicator please click here:
https://online.cpp.com
Login: [login provided]
Password: [password provided]
Leave User ID blank
Click Login
Once logged in: Click Begin
Enter your first name, last name, gender, and email address. Leave Personal ID blank.
Answer the demographic questions, click continue.
Answer the Myers-Briggs Type Indicator questions. When complete, click done.
If you do not have the time to complete the MBTI, click save & complete later. If you
choose this option, you must copy your User ID, and use this when you login at a later
date.
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Appendix F: Certificated Staff Member Information Survey Informed Consent
Form
Introduction
The purpose of this study is to collect information about bullying and the reporting of
bullying. This survey intends to collect teacher demographic information. At a later
date you will be asked to complete the Myers-Briggs Type Indicator
(MBTI). Participation in this survey does not mandate you to participate in the next step
of the research.
Procedures
The survey is made up of 10 questions and will take approximately 10 minutes or less to
complete. This questionnaire will be conducted with an online Qualtrics-created survey.
Benefits
There are no direct benefits for participants. However, it is hoped that through your
participation, researchers will learn more about bullying and reporting of bullying.
Confidentiality
All data obtained from participants will be kept confidential and will only be reported in
a conglomerate format (only reporting combined results and never reporting individual
results). All questionnaires will be concealed, and no one other than then primary
investigator will have access to them. The data collected will be stored in a secure
database until it has been deleted by the primary researcher.
Participation
Participation in this research study is completely voluntary. You have the right to
withdraw at anytime or refuse to participate entirely. If you desire to withdraw, please
just close your internet browser and feel free to inform the primary researcher at
Kristin.Talleyrand@gmail.com.
Questions about the Research
If you have questions regarding this study, you may contact the primary researcher,
Kristin Talleyrand, at [researcher contact number] or Kristin.Talleyrand@gmail.com.

Questions about your Rights as Research Participants
If you have any questions you do not feel comfortable asking the primary researcher, you
may contact Dr. Ronald Valenti, Doctoral Committee Chair at, rvalenti@cnr.edu.
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I have read and understand the above consent form and desire of my own free will to
participate in this study.
 Yes
 No
If No Is Selected, Then Skip To End of Survey

What is your name? ________________________

Gender:
 Male
 Female
Age:
 21-25
 26-30
 31-35
 36-40
 41-45
 46-50
 51-55
 56-60
 61-65
 Older than 66, please specify: ____________________
Race:
 Caucasian
 African American
 Latino/Hispanic
 Asian American
 Native American
 Middle Eastern
 Eastern European
 Asian
 Biracial, please specify: ____________________
 Other, please specify: ___________________
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Years of full time teaching experience:
 1
 2
 3
 4
 5
 6
 7
 8
 9
 10
 11
 12
 13
 14
 15
 16
 17
 18
 19
 20
 More than 20, please specify: ____________________
Years teaching at [school name] Middle School:
 1
 2
 3
 4
 5
 6
 7
 8
 9
 10
 11
 12
 13
 14
 15
 16
 17
 18
 19
 20
 More than 20, please specify: ____________________
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Highest level of education:
 Bachelors degree
 Bachelors + 30 or more hours
 Masters degree
 Masters + 30 or more hours
 Doctorate
Have you received formal training regarding bullying?
 Yes
 No
If No Is Selected, Then Skip To End of Survey
If yes, please mark all of the following relating to where have you received this training?
 College course work
 Professional Development - Workshop
 Professional Development - District
 Faculty Meeting
 Other, please specify: ____________________
This formal training prepared me to deal with bullying.
 Strongly Disagree
 Disagree
 Neither Agree nor Disagree
 Agree
 Strongly Agree
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Appendix G: Victims’ Responses to the Question
“How did you get bullied?”

Table G.1
Victims’ Responses to the Question: “How did you get bullied?”

Never
n,%

Rarely
n,%

Sometimes
n,%

Often
n,%

Always
n,%

25, 21

14, 11.8

25, 21

18, 15.1

37, 31.1

19, 16.2

18, 15.4

25, 21.4

27, 23.1

28, 23.9

49, 43.8

22, 19.6

10, 8.9

14, 12.5

17, 15.2

39, 34.2

24, 21.1

20, 17.5

17, 14.9

14, 12.3

56, 50.0

12, 10.7

18, 16.1

7, 6.3

19, 17.0

71, 62.3

20, 17.5

7, 6.1

4, 3.5

12, 10.5

73, 65.8

9, 8.1

6, 5.4

7, 6.3

16, 14.4

58, 52.3

16, 14.4

11, 9.9

7, 6.3

19, 17.1

51, 45.9

14, 12.6

13, 11.7

11, 9.9

22, 19.8

21, 18.4

23, 20.2

8, 7.0

18, 15.8

44, 38.6

48, 42.9
Note. nR = number of responses.

17, 15.2

17, 15.2

11, 9.8

19, 17.0

Called me names
(nR=119)
Made fun of me
(nR = 117)
Said they would do bad
things to me
(nR = 114)
Played jokes on me
(nR = 114)
Wouldn’t let me be a
part of their group
(nR = 112)
Broke my things
(nR = 114)
Attacked me
(nR = 111)
Nobody would talk to
me
(nR = 111)
Wrote bad things about
me
(nR = 111)
Said mean things behind
my back
(nR = 114)
Pushed or shoved me
(nR = 112)
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Appendix H : Victims’ Responses to the Question
“How much of a problem was the bullying for you?

Table H.1
Victims’ Responses to the Question: “How much of a problem was the bullying for you?

Made me feel sick
(nR=116)
I couldn’t make friends
(nR=114)
Made me feel bad or
sad(nR=114)
Made it difficult to learn
at school
(nR=112)
I didn’t come to school
(nR=109)
I had problems with my
family (nR=109)

Never
n,%

Rarely
n,%

Sometimes
n,%

Often
n,%

Always
n,%

63, 54.3

19, 16.4

11, 9.5

6, 5.2

17, 4.0

67, 58.8

13, 11.4

9, 7.9

10, 2.4

15, 3.5

17, 14.9

24, 21.1

24, 21.1

15, 3.5

34, 29.8

44, 39.3

21, 18.8

11, 9.8

14, 12.5

22, 19.6

77, 70.6

10, 9.2

9, 8.3

1, 0.9

12, 11.0

74, 67.9

11, 10.1

4, 3.7

6, 5.5

14,12.8
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Appendix I: Victims’ Responses to the Question
“Why do you think you were bullied?”

Table I.1
Victims’ Responses to the Question: Why do you think you were bullied?
Why do you think you were bullied?
(nR=622)
they think my face looks funny
they think I’m fat
they think I’m skinny
they think I look too old
they think I look too young
they think I am a wimp
they think my friends are weird
I’m sick a lot
I’m disabled
I get good grades
I get bad grades
where I live
the clothes I wear
the color of my skin
the country I’m from
I am different
the church I go to
my parents
my brother
my sister
my family is poor
my family has a lot of money
someone in my family has a disability
I am too tall
I am too short
I am in special education
I get angry a lot
I cry a lot

n, %
34, 5.47
32,5.14
14, 2.25
12, 1.93
7, 1.125
41,6.59
36, 5.79
9, 1.45
7, 1.125
49,7.88
19, 3.05
13, 2.09
34, 5.47
18, 2.89
19, 3.05
37, 5.95
8, 1.29
7, 1.125
13, 2.09
9, 1.45
8, 1.29
7, 1.125
6, 0.96
16, 2.57
23, 3.7
9, 1.45
24, 3.86
13, 2.09
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I can’t get along with other people
they said I’m gay
the way I talk
Other:

12, 1.93
34, 5.47
17, 2.73
35, 5.63
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Appendix J: Witnesses’ Responses to the Question:
“How did they get bullied?”
Table J.1
Witnesses’ Responses to the Question: “How did they get bullied?”

Called him/her names
(nR=241)
Made fun of
him/her(nR=241)
Said they would do bad
things to him/her
(nR=233)
Played jokes on him/her
(nR=238)
Wouldn’t let him/her be a
part of their group
(nR=235)
Broke his/her things
(nR=227)
Attacked him/her
(nR=229)
Nobody would talk to
him/her
(nR=233)
Wrote bad things about
him/her
(nR=232)
Said mean things behind
his/her back
(nR=238)
Pushed or shoved
him/her(nR=234)

Never
n,%

Rarely
n,%

Sometimes
n,%

Often
n,%

Always
n,%

23, 9.5

31, 12.9

46, 19.1

62, 25.7

79, 32.8

7, 2.9

27, 11.2

62, 25.7

57, 23.7

88, 20.7

88, 37.8

49, 21.0

33, 14.2

24, 10.3

39, 16.7

58, 24.4

46, 19.3

58, 24.4

32, 13.4

44, 18.5

54, 23.0

31, 13.2

37, 15.7

42, 17.9

71, 30.0

135, 59.5

32, 14.1

22, 9.7

14, 6.2

24, 10.6

139, 60.7

35, 15.3

19, 8.3

8, 3.5

28, 12.2

68, 29.2

32, 13.7

44, 18.9

36, 15.5

53, 22.7

78, 33.6

43, 18.5

36, 15.5

34, 14.7

41, 17.7

25, 10.5

21, 8.8

43, 18.1

45, 18.9

104, 43.7

81, 34.6

41, 17.5

36, 15.4

28, 12.0

48, 20.5
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Appendix K : Witnesses’ Responses to the Question:
“How did seeing the bullying effect you?”
Table K.1
Witnesses’ Responses to the Question: “How did seeing the bullying effect you?”

Made me feel sick
(nR=247)
I couldn’t make friends
(nR=241)
Made me feel bad or
sad
(nR=246)
Made it difficult to
learn at school
(nR=237)
I didn’t come to school
(nR=236)
I had problems with my
family
(nR=238)

Never
n,%

Rarely
n,%

Sometimes
n,%

Often
n,%

Always
n,%

138, 55.9

49, 19.8

28, 11.3

10, 4.0

22, 8.9

207, 85.9

17, 7.1

6, 2.5

1, 0.4

10, 4.1

84, 34.1

45, 18.3

54, 22.0

28, 11.4

35, 14.2

174, 40.9

26, 11.0

15, 6.3

10, 4.2

12, 5.1

216, 91.5

7, 3.0

4, 1.7

1, 0.4

8, 3.4

205, 86.1

10, 4.2

4, 1.7

7, 2.9

12, 5.0
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Appendix L: Bullies’ Responses to the Question:
“How much was the bullying you did a problem for you?”
Table L.1
Bullies’ Responses to the Question: “How much was the bullying you did a problem for
you?”

Made me feel bad or
sad
(nR=53)
Made me feel sick
(nR=53)
I couldn’t make friends
(nR=51)
Made it difficult to
learn at school
(nR=52)
I had problems with my
family
(nR=51)
I didn’t come to school
(nR=51)

Never
n (%)

Rarely
n (%)

Sometimes
n (%)

Often
n (%)

Always
n (%)

27 (51)

8 (15)

10 (19)

6 (11)

41 (77)

5 (10)

5 (10)

1 (2)

1 (2)

45 (88)

3 (6)

1 (2)

1 (2)

1 (2)

42 (81)

7 (14)

1 (2)

1 (2)

1 (2)

45 (88)

4 (8)

1 (2)

1 (2)

0 (0)

49 (96)

1 (2)

0 (0)

1 (2)

0 (0)

2 (4)
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